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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2002

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS
AND MANAGEMENT SUPPORT,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

INSTALLATION READINESS

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m. in room
SD-232A, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator James M. Inhofe
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Inhofe, Cleland, Akaka,
and E. Benjamin Nelson.

Professional staff members present: George W. Lauffer and Cord
A. Sterling.

Minority staff member present: Michael J. McCord, professional
staff member.

Staff assistants present: Kristi M. Freddo, Jennifer L. Naccari,
and Michele A. Traficante.

Committee members’ assistants present: Ryan Carey, assistant
to Senator Smith; George M. Bernier III, assistant to Senator
Santorum; Erik Raven, assistant to Senator Byrd; Davelyn Noelani
Kalipi, assistant to Senator Akaka; and Eric Pierce, assistant to
Senator Ben Nelson.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE,
CHAIRMAN

Senator INHOFE. The subcommittee will come to order.

First of all, I know it is a large number of people we are dealing
with here today and for that reason we will have to keep opening
statements very short. I will do the same.

Yesterday in this room, Senator Akaka, the ranking member,
and I held a hearing on encroachment, and I will bet you that the
18 or 16 of you today could do just about as good a job as they did
yesterday, because we have serious problems with encroachment. It
1s just part of the crisis that we are facing right now in our mili-
tary.

The subcommittee meets this morning to receive testimony on
the status of our active and Reserve military facilities. Although
our witnesses represent only eight military installations, I am con-
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fident that their experiences are typical throughout the military
services. It is my goal that at the completion of the hearing, the
subcommittee members will have a better appreciation of the condi-
tions, both good and bad, that our military personnel and families
face on a daily basis.

Since assuming the chairmanship of this subcommittee 4 years
ago, I have stressed the importance of our facilities to the readiness
and the quality of life of our Armed Forces. I do applaud President
Bush for his commitment to improving the living conditions of our
military personnel. However, this commitment is only a first step
because quality of life not only implies barracks and family hous-
ing, but also includes the working environment.

During visits to military facilities, I have seen the deplorable
conditions in which our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines, both
in the active and the Reserve components, must work to repair and
maintain sophisticated equipment required to keep the United
States Armed Forces the best in the world. For example, at Fort
Sill, we are maintaining today’s artillery systems in motor pools
that were designed and built for the World War II towed artillery.

We have trainee barracks in which sewer backups are the rou-
tine and pre-World War II buildings that are on the verge of col-
lapse. I was at Fort Bragg during a rainstorm and saw our troops
actually covering up some of their equipment to keep it dry within
the barracks.

At Camp Lejeune, the roof on the facility that houses a small
arms simulator was leaking, which interrupted training and
threatened the sophisticated simulators. At Miramar, the outdated
hangars were crowded and did not have the appropriate equipment
to maintain the marines’ helicopters.

These are conditions that the private sector would never tolerate
a}rlld there is no reason that the military should tolerate them ei-
ther.

During prior subcommittee hearings, high-ranking military and
civilian Department of Defense officials have testified regarding
funding shortfalls in the military construction and real property
maintenance (RPM) accounts. Their testimony focused on the budg-
et deliberation and the tradeoffs required to meet the moderniza-
tion goals of the Department. They rarely touched on the impact
these tradeoffs have had on the individual service members and
their readiness at the installations.

Today we will hear from individuals who carry out the budget
decisions of the Department of Defense and Congress. We will also
hear from senior NCOs whose personnel must live and work in the
facilities that have been neglected due to the continual underfund-
ing of our military construction and RPM accounts.

I would like to extend a warm welcome to all of our witnesses.
I want to point out that the witnesses were selected from a pool
identified by the military services. Senator Akaka and I have made
the final selection based on their experience and their type of in-
stallation and geographical region. Each of them has a wealth of
experience in their field and all have long and distinguished ca-
reers.

To ensure we gain the maximum benefit from this hearing, I
would like to keep this informal. As I said in this room yesterday,
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just relax and have a good time. We really want to find out from
those who are living in these conditions just how bad they are or
how good they are.

Senator Akaka.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. AKAKA

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want
you to know it is a pleasure to join you again this morning, and
good morning to all of you here. I want to welcome you from both
the active duty and the Reserve component panels to our hearing
this morning. We appreciate your service to your country and we
look forward to hearing from you.

You have the responsibility of keeping our military installations
around the Nation running. I look forward to hearing this morning
about the good as well as the bad at your duty stations.

I know from visiting the bases and installations in my State of
Hawaii that there are never enough resources to allow us to bring
the quality of our workplaces, housing, and barracks up to the level
we want for our military and our families. Although we want to,
it would be difficult for all the members of this subcommittee to get
away from our duties to visit all the installations represented here
today. I thank Chairman Inhofe for doing the next best thing,
which is bringing all of you here to talk to us.

I look forward to an informative hearing and hearing directly
from you about the problems that you face.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Akaka.

I have personally visited every installation represented here
today. I have found during the last 10 years when we have had the
drawdowns and the problems, the funding problems, the shortfalls
and the RPM problems, I get more accurate information when I am
out in the field than I do when we listen to the chiefs come in here
and testify. That is the reason that we are going to your level.

Many of you have never testified before one of these committees.
So what we want to do is just get the truth as it is out there, to
save us going to some 16 installations to get that.

Now I will introduce the first panel of witnesses: Col. Gary
Wright from my State of Oklahoma, Fort Sill; Command Sgt. Maj.
Dennis Webster, Fort Hood; Capt. Steven Johnson, Norfolk; Com-
mand MC Kevin Licursi, San Diego; Lt. Col. Brian Yolitz, Shaw Air
Force Base; CM Sgt. Walter Poliansky—and I understand that you
have your wife here today, is that correct?

Sergeant POLIANSKY. That is correct, and my children.

Senator INHOFE. Would she stand up please. It is nice to have
you here.

Colonel Thomas Phillips from the Marine Corps base at Camp
Lejeune; and Sgt. Maj. Ira Lott from Miramar. It is nice to have
all of you here and, because I am from Oklahoma, we are going to
start with Colonel Wright from Fort Sill.

I would like to ask you to keep your comments really brief. We
have a lot of people and we have two panels. So we want to get
through this and we want to make sure—and many of the mem-
bers will be coming in and out and those who are not here will
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have questions that they will submit in writing for the record and
then we will leave that record open so that you can respond.
Colonel Wright.

STATEMENT OF COL. GARY W. WRIGHT, U.S. ARMY, DIRECTOR
OF PUBLIC WORKS, FORT SILL, OKLAHOMA

Colonel WRIGHT. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

As always, it was great seeing not only you, but as well Senator
Warner, at Fort Sill the week before last.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. Just to let the rest of you know what hap-
pened, Senator John Warner came with me to Oklahoma. We actu-
ally went to four facilities. He was able to see some things. There
is no substitute for being there on the ground and seeing what is
going on. You did a great job, Colonel Wright.

Colonel WRIGHT. Thank you, sir.

Senator Akaka and other members of the subcommittee: First, 1
would like to thank each of you for allowing me to participate in
today’s hearing. I am Colonel Gary Wright, the Director of Public
Works at Fort Sill, Oklahoma. Fort Sill is the home of the field ar-
tillery for both the United States Army and the Marine Corps.

We currently have over 2,200 buildings totaling 14 million
square feet, with 94,000 acres and just over 400 miles of roads,
that support 14,000 service members and 19,000 family members.
Our mission is to develop, train, equip, mobilize, and deploy the
field artillery force. During fiscal year 2000, our training command
graduated 25,508 Army and Marine field artillery officers, non-
commissioned officers, soldiers, initial training soldiers, and ma-
rines.

We also have the IIT Armored Corps artillery, which is the larg-
est and most diverse artillery organization in the free world. Its
four brigades, totaling 5,000 soldiers, are prepared to deploy to any
‘aheater of operations to provide fire support to the III Armored

orps.

Sir, the good news is that Fort Sill leads the Army in construct-
ing and remodeling single soldier quarters to meet the new one
plus one standards, with over 2,200 spaces completed and construc-
tion under way for the remaining 880 units. In addition, a new
strategic mobility rail project is under construction to facilitate the
power projection deployments.

However, 9 of the 13 battalion tactical equipment shops, as you
mentioned, are close to 50 years old, with no projects to correct this
situation.

Fort Sill’s 1,415 Army family housing units are well-maintained,
are in a C-2 status that supports the majority of the assigned mis-
sions. Moreover, we consistently maintain occupancy rates in ex-
cess of 98 percent. However, the age of our quarters range from 40
to 130 years old and privatization is not scheduled for at least 10
years.

The most pressing challenge is that, after 14 years of declining
Army budgets, Fort Sill’s infrastructure and facility readiness is
now rated at C-3. That impairs the mission performance. Leaky
roofs, inoperable and insufficient heating and air conditioning sys-
tems, broken and leaking plumbing, failing roadways, structural



5

failures, and inadequate range facilities are common throughout
Fort Sill.

Ten years ago, Fort Sill had a budget of $178 million to support
training and operate and maintain the installation. The public
works directorate had nearly 500 personnel. Today Fort Sill has
one additional FORSCOM corps artillery brigade. It has the same
mission, supporting the same training load. But it is funded at a
reduced rate of approximately $100 million.

Senator INHOFE. I might add that going down in that 10-year pe-
riod from $178 million to $100 million, those were dollars that were
the real dollars at that time. So it is considerably less than half
of what it was 10 years ago.

Colonel WRIGHT. Absolutely, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Also, Colonel Wright, I am going to ask each
one of you to try to keep your statement to about 3 minutes, and
then your entire statement will be inserted in the record.

Colonel WRIGHT. Yes, sir. About another 30 seconds here.

Importantly, the installation is only able to fund 24 percent of its
$43 million annual facility sustainment requirement. The direc-
torate of public works now has only 232 employees to maintain the
same infrastructure. As a result, Fort Sill, like many other installa-
tions, has stopped doing preventive maintenance and only does fa-
cility breakdown and emergency repairs.

This not only leads to poor readiness and ineffective training, but
it also leads to more rapid system failures, which cost more to re-
pair in the long run. This reduced funding has resulted in a back-
log of over $214 million in facility maintenance at Fort Sill.

In summary, unless significant resources are added to the Army’s
overall budget for sustainment, restoration, and modernization,
Fort Sill will continue to be forced to drastically underfund the
maintenance of its installation infrastructure and to sacrifice to
fund training and readiness mission requirements.

Again, I would like to thank you for allowing me to testify today.
I thank each of you for what you do each and every day for the
Army and its sister services.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Wright follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY COL. GARY W. WRIGHT, USA

I am Colonel Gary Wright, the Director of Public Works at Ft. Sill, Oklahoma.

Ft. Sill is the home of the field artillery for both the United States Army and Ma-
rine Corps. We currently have over 2,200 buildings totaling 14 million square feet
with 94,000 acres and over 400 miles of roads to support 14,000 service members
and 19,000 family members. Our mission is to develop, train, equip, mobilize, and
deploy the field artillery force. During fiscal year 2000 our training command grad-
uated 25,508 Army and Marine field artillery officers, non-commissioned officers,
and initial entry training soldiers and marines. We also have the III Armored Corps
Artillery, which is the largest and most diverse artillery organization in the free
world. Its four brigades totaling 5,000 soldiers are prepared to deploy to any theater
of operations and provide fire support for the III Armored Corps.

The good news is that Ft. Sill leads the Army in constructing and remodeling sin-
gle soldiers quarters to meet the new 1+1 standards, with over 2,200 spaces com-
pleted and construction under way for the remaining 880 units. In addition, a new
Army strategic mobility rail project is under construction to facilitate power projec-
tion deployments. However, nine of thirteen battalion tactical equipment shops are
close to 50 years old with no projects to correct this situation in the Army Future
Years Defense Plan (FYDP). In fact, Ft. Sill has only two military construction
projects in the FYDP, far below what is required to renew aging infrastructure.
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Ft. Sill's 1,415 Army family housing units are well-maintained at a C-2 status
(supports majority of assigned missions). Moreover, we consistently maintain occu-
pancy rates 1n excess of 98 percent. However, the age of our quarters range from
40 to 130 years and privatization is not scheduled for at least 10 years.

Our most pressing challenge is that after 14 years of declining Army budgets, Ft.
Sill’s infrastructure and facility readiness is now rated at C—3 (impairs mission per-
formance). Leaky roofs, inoperable and insufficient heating and air conditioning sys-
tems, broken and leaking plumbing, failing roadways, structural failures, and inad-
equate range facilities are common throughout Ft. Sill.

Ten years ago Ft. Sill had a budget of $178 million to support training, and oper-
ate and maintain the installation. The Public Works Directorate had nearly 500 per-
sonnel. Today, Ft. Sill has one additional FORSCOM Corps Artillery Brigade, the
same mission, supporting the same training load, but is funded at a reduced rate
of approximately 5100 million in fiscal year 2001. More importantly, the installation
is only able to fund 24 percent of its $43 million annual facility sustainment re-
quirement. The DPW now has only 232 employees to maintain the same infrastruc-
ture. As a result, Ft. Sill, like many other installations, has stopped doing preventa-
tive maintenance and only does facility breakdown and emergency repairs. This not
only leads to poor readiness and ineffective training, but it also leads to more rapid
system failures which cost more to repair in the long run. This reduced funding has
resulted in a backlog of over $214 million in facility maintenance at Ft. Sill.

In summary, unless significant resources are added to the Army’s overall budget
for Real Property Maintenance the Army will continue to be forced to drastically
underfund the maintenance of its installations infrastructure as a sacrifice to fund
training and readiness mission requirements.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Colonel.
Sergeant Webster.

STATEMENT OF CSM DENNIS E. WEBSTER, U.S. ARMY, II1
CORPS AND FORT HOOD, TEXAS

Sergeant WEBSTER. Good morning, sir. I am CSgt. Maj. Dennis
Webster. I am from III Corps and Fort Hood, Texas.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you this morning. The
opportunity to speak to you this morning is very important to me.
Your understanding and support of our installations and our sol-
diers and civilians is vital to the Army’s mission and overall oper-
ational readiness.

III Corps is the most powerful armored corps in the world.
75,500 soldiers, 24,000 combat vehicles and aircraft, 37 percent of
the U.S. active component ground combat power. It includes forces
at four major installations: Fort Hood, Fort Carson, Fort Bliss, and
Fort Sill, also with oversight of training at Fort Riley, Kansas.

During these opening remarks I will focus on Fort Hood, but in
general the same conditions exist at all our installations. Fort Hood
is considered the power projection platform for the Army. We are
the knockout blow when the world needs us. We have to be pre-
pared to respond to any threat anywhere in the world when called
upon.

Unfortunately, it is becoming more and more difficult, because of
demands placed on the infrastructure that supports our units, our
soldiers, our civilians, and our families. The Army over the years
has attempted to juggle wellbeing needs and initiatives while try-
ing to maintain readiness. As it should be, the priority has been
on our ability to fight and win our Nation’s wars, but the price has
been a shortfall in the maintenance of our installation infrastruc-
ture.

Fort Hood is a maintenance challenge. It is the equivalent of four
Pentagons’ worth of buildings. This includes 99 barracks, 56 motor
pools, nearly 6,000 sets of family quarters, more than 400 miles of
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water lines, 280 miles of waste water lines, 260 miles of gas lines,
900 miles of paved roads, 1,700 acres of paved parking lots. Fort
Hood is big.

We have over 340 square miles on the installation. We are home
to over 42,000 soldiers and support over 166,000 family members
and retirees.

At Fort Hood we have a comprehensive RPM, or real property
maintenance, program that includes repairs, preventive mainte-
nance, and life cycle replacement of components. Under the Army’s
installation status report, or ISR, facilities are assessed against
Army condition standards for each type of facility. Red facilities are
described as dysfunctional and in overall poor condition. Of the 44
barracks renovated on Fort Hood during the fiscal years 1990 to
1995, 25 of those or 67 percent are now rated amber or red in the
ISR.

The fiscal year 2001 requirement for real property maintenance
and repair at Fort Hood is estimated at $204 million to bring facili-
ties to standard. The current funding level of $16.4 million basi-
cally limits efforts to priority one repair. Priority one repairs in-
clude health protection, safety, security, or the prevention of prop-
erty damage. Examples would include gas leaks, sewage backups,
heat and air conditioning problems, and water failures.

On a positive note, our construction program for new facilities
represents improved conditions for our soldiers. But they also rep-
resent more space, more components, and more technically complex
systems to maintain. New barracks now have individual sleeping
rooms, multiple bathrooms, and individual heating and cooling sys-
tems, compared to the old sleeping bays, gang latrines, and central-
ized systems.

Despite the many new facilities, the average building on Fort
Hood is nearly 30 years old. Funding levels have never allowed for
a comprehensive approach that included adequate and systematic
preventive maintenance and components replacement.

Steady progress has been made over the years and this encour-
ages soldiers, particularly ones who have returned to Fort Hood
from other tours. But since RPM focus has to be of necessity on pri-
ority one items, those items that soldiers see on a daily basis end
up on the backlog. Let me give you a few examples

Senator INHOFE. I will tell you what, Sergeant Webster. Try to
wrap it up if you could, because we have a lot of witnesses here.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Very well, sir.

When we look at where soldiers work, several items are readily
apparent. The average life expectancy of roofs on Fort Hood is 15
years. The lack of funds drives the decision to patch rather than
replace. At the average cost of $59,000 per roof, Fort Hood should
be spending nearly $9 million per year on roof replacements on our
2,272 non-housing buildings. Maintenance shop bay doors and
lights are inoperable. Over 160 bay doors currently need repair or
replacement. 1,300 bay lights are inoperable. Of 194 hangar doors
at two airfields, inspection revealed 104 need repair immediately.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Sergeant Webster follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY CSGT. MAJ. DENNIS E. WEBSTER, USA

Good morning, I am CSgt. Maj. Dennis Webster. I am the Command Sergeant
Major for the U.S. Army III Corps and Ft. Hood, Texas. Thank you all for the oppor-
tunity to speak to you this morning.

This opportunity to speak to you this morning is very important to me—your un-
derstanding and support of our installations and our soldiers and civilians are vital
to the Army’s mission and overall operational readiness.

IITI Corps is the most powerful Armored Corps in the world—75,500 soldiers—
24,000 combat vehicles and aircraft—37 percent of all U.S. active component ground
combat power. It includes forces at four major installations: Fort Hood, Fort Carson,
Fort Bliss, and Fort Sill, also with oversight at Fort Riley. During these opening
remarks, I will focus on issues at Fort Hood, but in general, the same problems exist
at all our installations.

Fort Hood is considered the power projection platform of the Army—the knockout
blow when the world needs us. We must be prepared to respond to any threat, any-
where in the world, when called upon. Unfortunately, this is becoming more and
more difficult because of the demands placed on the infrastructure that supports our
units, our soldiers, our civilians, and our families.

The Army, over the years, has attempted to juggle well-being needs and initia-
tives while trying to maintain readiness. As it should be, the priority has been our
ability to fight and win our country’s wars, but the price has been a shortfall in the
maintenance of our installation infrastructure. Fort Hood is a maintenance chal-
lenge! It has the equivalent of four Pentagons’ worth of buildings. This includes 99
barracks, 56 motor pools, and nearly 6,000 sets of family quarters, more than 400
miles of water lines, 280 miles of waste water lines, 260 miles of gas lines, 900 miles
of paved roads, 1,700 acres of paved parking. Fort Hood is BIG! We have over 340
square miles on the installation. We are the home to over 42,000 soldiers and sup-
porting over 166,000 family members and retirees.

At Fort Hood, we have a comprehensive RPM program that includes repairs, pre-
ventive maintenance, and the life cycle replacement of components. Under the
Army’s Installation Status Report (ISR), facilities are assessed against DA condition
standards for each type of facility. “Red” facilities are described as dysfunctional and
in overall poor condition. Of the 44 barracks renovated on Fort Hood during fiscal
year 1990-1995, 25 (67 percent) are now rated Amber or Red in the ISR.

The fiscal year 2001 requirement for real property maintenance and repair at Fort
Hood is estimated at $204 million to bring facilities to standard. The current fund-
ing level of $16.4 million basically limits efforts to Priority 1 repairs. Priority 1 re-
pairs include health protection, safety, security, or the prevention of property dam-
?gtle. Examples include gas leaks, sewage backups, heat, air-conditioning, and power

ailures.

On a positive note, our construction program for new facilities represents im-
proved conditions for our soldiers, but they also represent more space, more compo-
nents, and more technically complex systems to maintain. New barracks now have
individual sleeping rooms, multiple bathrooms, and individual heating and cooling
systems compared to the old sleeping bays, gang latrines, and centralized systems.
Despite the many new facilities, the average building on Fort Hood is nearly 30
years old. Funding levels have never allowed for a comprehensive approach that in-
cluded adequate and systematic preventive maintenance and component replace-
ments.

Steady progress has been made over the years, and this encourages soldiers, par-
ticularly ones who have returned to Fort Hood after other tours. But since the RPM
focus has to be, of necessity, on Priority 1 items, those items that soldiers see on
a daily basis end up on the backlog. Let me give you a few examples.

When we look at where soldiers work, several items are readily apparent. The av-
erage life expectancy for roofs on Fort Hood is 15 years. Lack of funds drives the
decision to “patch” rather than replace. At the average cost of $59,000 per roof, Fort
Hood should be spending nearly $9 million per year on roof replacements for the
2,272 non-housing buildings. The problem compounds with each year facilities are
not fully maintained. Maintenance shop bay doors and bay lights are prime exam-
ples of the impact of deferred maintenance on the installation’s ability to perform
its mission. Over 160 bay doors currently need repair or replacement. More than
1,300 bay lights are inoperable. A recent inspection of 194 hangar doors at the two
airfields revealed that 104 need repair immediately. When we look at where soldiers
live, there are different, but no less important issues. For example, over 5,000 locks
in barracks need repair or replacement today. Excessive wear without replacement
means the same key opens multiple doors and soldiers’ safety and security are com-
promised.
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When we take an even larger view of things that the average soldier doesn’t con-
sider until there is a failure somewhere, other issues become apparent. A large por-
tion of our water lines, waste water lines, and gas lines is part of the original dis-
tribution systems for Fort Hood and is more than 50 years old. With a 40 to 50-
year life expectancy, these systems are deteriorated and failing frequently. Fort
Hood repaired four water line breaks for 10—16” water lines in just 1 week this year.
Annual replacement investment exceeds $5 million for these items alone.

I'm sure you are all aware of the current state of our family housing. There are
initiatives in all the services to address these shortfalls. We at Fort Hood have our
Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) to address our family housing shortfall
and maintenance. We have begun to think “outside of the box” to address problems
we are facing and RCI is an excellent example; however, many times when we think
“outside of the box” we need additional approvals to execute, and in this I would
ask your help.

The facilities at Fort Hood play a key role in the military readiness equation. The
continued choice to patch roof leaks rather than replace roofs jeopardizes facilities
and costly computer equipment, furniture, and carpeting—we end up being “penny
wise, pound foolish.” Soldiers lose confidence in their leaders because of perceived
indifference or inability to take care of their needs. Our soldiers, civilians, and their
families are negatively impacted in the places they work, live, and play.

In conclusion, I am extremely proud of our soldiers and civilians; I am proud to
represent them. I thank you on behalf of all III Corps soldiers, civilians, and family
members for your past support and look forward to the opportunity to discuss and
solve together the challenges that lie ahead.

Senator INHOFE. We have been joined by Senator Ben Nelson
from Nebraska. Did you have an opening statement to make, Sen-
ator?

Senator BEN NELSON. No, thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Alright.

Captain Johnson.

STATEMENT OF CAPT. STEVEN W. JOHNSON, U.S. NAVY, COM-
MANDING OFFICER OF THE NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CENTER,
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA

Captain JOHNSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of
the subcommittee. I am Captain Steve Johnson, the Regional Engi-
neer for the Commander, Navy Region Mid-Atlantic, and Com-
manding Officer of Navy Public Works Center Norfolk. I thank you
for the opportunity to discuss the condition of our facilities and
family housing.

As the Mid-Atlantic Regional Engineer, I have responsibilities for
Navy facilities in Virginia’s Hampton Roads area, in Philadelphia
and Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, and for Naval Air Station
Keplovik, Iceland. In the Hampton Roads area there are six major
shore installations: Naval Station Norfolk, Naval Support Activity
Norfolk, Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Naval Amphibious Base Little
Creek, Naval Air Station Oceana, and Naval Weapons Station
Yorktown. These six major shore installations comprise 56 square
miles of real estate and 6,600 facilities valued at $9.2 billion, and
they support 82,000 active duty military personnel, 107 ships, and
38 aircraft squadrons.

In addition to submitting my written testimony, I provide the
subcommittee with a handout containing pictures depicting some of
the good and some of the bad in the Hampton Roads area.

I thank the subcommittee for the support it has given us in the
past. It has allowed us to do many good things for our sailors. How-
ever, there is much to be done. There are seven groups of facilities
in my written statement: waterfront, aviation, bachelor housing,
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family housing, training, utilities, and other. Only the family hous-
ing category is rated C-2, capable of meeting its mission most of
the time.

Senator INHOFE. What are the rest of them rated?

Captain JOHNSON. They are rated C-3, sir, marginally capable of
meeting their mission.

Our facilities provide poor quality service for our sailors, which
creates a message mismatch. Quality of service is advocated, but
not funded.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my oral statement. I welcome any
questions that you or the other members of the subcommittee may
have.

[The prepared statement of Captain Johnson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY CAPT. STEVEN W. JOHNSON, USN

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am Capt. Steve Johnson, Regional
Engineer for the Commander, Navy Region, Mid-Atlantic and Commanding Officer
of the Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk. I would like to thank you for the oppor-
tunity to discuss the condition of our facilities and base housing. As the Mid-Atlan-
tic Regional Engineer, I have responsibilities for Navy facilities in the Virginia
Hampton Roads area, at Philadelphia and Mechanicsburg in Pennsylvania, and for
the Naval Air Station in Keflavik, Iceland. In the Hampton Roads area alone there
are six major shore installations: Naval Station Norfolk, Naval Support Activity
Norfolk, Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek, Naval Air
Station Oceana, and Naval Weapons Station Yorktown. These six major shore in-
stallations comprise 56 square miles of real estate, 6,600 facilities valued at $9.6
billion, and support 82,000 active duty military, 107 ships and 38 aircraft squad-
rons.

As the Mid-Atlantic Regional Engineer, I follow the Navy’s facility investment pri-
orities of waterfront, airfield, training, bachelor quarters, and utilities, whether I
am recommending military construction (MILCON) projects, or determining what
local OM&N projects to fund across the Mid-Atlantic Region. In addition to the
Navy’s investment priorities, I also consider mission accomplishment, economic effi-
ciencies, and quality of service in establishing our local facility funding priorities.
Based on available resources, urgent needs are being met with difficulty in the Re-
gion and I would judge our overall facility condition as marginally acceptable.

WATERFRONT FACILITIES

The condition of our waterfront facilities, as reported by our Base Readiness Re-
port (BASEREP), is C-3. We estimate the maintenance backlog to be $88 million.
Of our 85 piers and wharves, 50 were constructed before 1950. These piers are
structurally inadequate to enable cranes to service ships from the piers, are too low
to properly handle amphibious landing ships, are too narrow and have inadequate
space between piers. Electrical power is insufficient to meet ships needs and will
become even more critical as new classes of ships such as the LPD17 come on line.
Safety and maintenance are also concerns because the steam lines are exposed to
the tides below the pier decks and the shore power cables lie on the pier deck. We
also spend $2 million per year replacing timber fenders. New double deck pier de-
signs will address all of these issues. Our waterfront re-capitalization plan includes
replacement of one pier per year for the next 20 years and will be capable of sup-
porting future classes of ships.

AVIATION FACILITIES

The condition of our aviation facilities, as reported by our BASEREP, is C-3. We
estimate the aviation facility maintenance backlog to be $90 million. For example,
the Naval Station Norfolk Chambers Field hangars are deteriorated WWII-era fa-
cilities, have high maintenance and energy costs, and cannot effectively support
modern aircraft squadrons’ missions. Working conditions in the spaces are poor and
have gotten press coverage as a cause for pilot attrition. They are 65 percent over-
sized—and therefore are more expensive to maintain than they should be. The
present hangar layout is inefficient and requires aircraft and vehicles to taxi exces-
sively between hangars. The Chambers Field runways and taxiways also require re-
furbishment and upgrade to address modern aircraft loading requirements. These
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deficiencies are being addressed through an airfield re-capitalization and moderniza-
tion plan that has been supported, to date, by Congress. The total re-capitalization

lan will take 9 years, cost $160 million, of which $46 million is for pavement and
5114 million for hangars, and demolishes 42 facilities.

Improvements to some facilities have been made. For example, at Naval Station
Norfolk two modern hangars were constructed in 1994 that are sized for modern air-
craft, are energy and maintenance efficient, and provide the right environment for
productive aircraft maintenance and day-to-day squadron operations.

Nevertheless, there remain aviation facility deficiencies that adversely affect day-
to-day operations. An example is 50-year-old Hangar 200 at Naval Air Station
Oceana which has been highlighted in the media as a Navy facility in poor condi-
tion. The hangar door surface coating has completely failed and the door is covered
with rust. The antiquated gas heat system is expensive to maintain and fails fre-
quently. Some sections of the piping system have burst. The hangar doors routinely
fail presenting a safety hazard and resulting in significant energy loss when they
are stuck in the open position. Aircraft maintenance production suffers as a result
o{' having to manually open the doors and as well as the exposure of sailors to the
elements.

BACHELOR HOUSING

The condition of our bachelor housing facilities, as reported by our BASEREP, is
C-3. We estimate the bachelor housing and galley facility maintenance backlog to
be $67 million. Although we have completed more than $96 million in renovation
and MILCON projects over the past 3 years, in order to upgrade all remaining bar-
racks to 1+1 standards, there are still 10 barracks which need to be converted at
an estimated cost of $79 million.

The recently completed $7.9 million Carter Hall renovation at Naval Station Nor-
folk is an outstanding example of 1+1 bachelor quarters standard. This is a first
class, showcase quality facility and was first utilized by sailors from the U.S.S. Cole.
On the other hand, bachelor housing that has not been renovated to 1+1 standards
is generally or poor material condition. For example, Groshong Hall at Naval Sta-
tion Norfolk was built in 1973. It has central head facilities and the majority of its
sailors are three to a room. The sinks in the heads are separating from the walls,
the showers leak to the floors below and there is water damage to walls and floors.

FAMILY HOUSING

The condition of our family housing facilities, as reported by our BASEREP, is C2.
We estimate the family housing maintenance backlog to be $55 million. About 93
percent of Navy families in the Hampton Roads region live in private sector hous-
ing. Although private sector housing is plentiful, expenditures for suitable housing
often exceed junior enlisted pay grade housing allowances. The region manages
4,092 enlisted and officer homes, of which 69 percent have been renovated within
the past 7 years. Two neighborhoods, totaling 678 homes, are newly constructed or
currently under construction. About 500 homes require renovation and there is a re-
quirement deficit of more than 800 homes. The requirement for affordable housing,
particularly for junior enlisted families, is being addressed through a pilot program
with the Virginia Housing Development Authority (VHDA). VHDA will construct 80
housing units on government land that will be leased to junior enlisted families
under a Navy privatization initiative. Additional privatization initiatives are being
considered for the Hampton Roads Area.

TRAINING FACILITIES

The condition of our training facilities, as reported by our BASEREP, is C-3. We
estimate the training facility maintenance backlog to be $42 million. In total more
than 3 million square feet are designated for training use in more than 200 facili-
ties. Nearly one third of this space is categorized as substandard or inadequate. A
typical training facility is Building 3504 at Little Creek which houses the Expedi-
tionary Warfare Training Group Atlantic. 22,000 students per year train in the facil-
ity. Classes have been postponed because of heating, ventilation, and air condi-
tioning (HVAC) failures. The power supply is antiquated and inadequate to support
the electrical load of the training equipment. Another example is Building SP-381
at Naval Station Norfolk. Its 35-year-old roof has deteriorated beyond economical re-
pair and leaks during rainstorms. The walls are soiled and discolored from age and
high usage. The suspended ceiling is water stained and damaged. Classroom train-
ing is frequently interrupted during rainstorms. The 16-year-old HVAC system is
in need of replacement.
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UTILITIES

The condition of our utility infrastructure, as reported in our BASEREP is C-3.
We estimate the utility maintenance backlog to be $122 million for the region. As
an example of the impact of these utility deficiencies, nuclear and non-nuclear ships
at Norfolk Naval Shipyard have experienced numerous faults and outages as they
are served by underground electrical cables that are over 60 years old. Mobile elec-
trical transformers have had to be placed at Pier 23 at Naval Station Norfolk to
temporarily alleviate reliability problems with shore power. Two nuclear submarines
at this pier recently lost shore power because of problems with these mobile units.
The substandard condition of 40-year-old waterlines at NAVSTA Norfolk have re-
sulted in low water pressure and low water quality to bachelor quarters and family
housing occupants. The facilities at the Atlantic Fleet Headquarters and NATO com-
pounds must rely on individual emergency generators in part because of the reliabil-
ity of the 40 year old substation and switchgear that serves these compounds.

OTHER FACILITIES

The condition of our remaining facilities is generally C-3. We estimate the re-
maining facility maintenance backlog for the Hampton Roads shore facilities to be
about $343 million. Programming decisions based on Navy priorities enable us to
maintain and plan the re-capitalization of our waterfront, airfields, bachelor and
family housing, training facilities, and utilities. We need to stay this course and con-
tinue these investments. However, these decisions leave few resources for other fa-
cility requirements such as administrative buildings, personnel support facilities,
logistical facilities, and roads. The consequence is many of these facilities are in
poor condition and adversely affect the quality of service for our sailors and civilian
employees. Examples are provided in the handout and include:

¢ At NSA Norfolk, the Commander Naval Surface Forces Atlantic staff of
108, who are managing the manning, training, ship maintenance, and fund-
ing for the Atlantic Fleet, are housed in a wood frame building constructed
in 1942 that has a $5 million maintenance backlog. Work conditions are
very poor. The windows and walls leak, there are frequent HVAC failures,
the electrical system has deteriorated, there are structural problems, and
steam leaks in crawl spaces.

¢ There are dozens of 40- to 60-year-old wood frame buildings throughout
the region. Nine have recently either been condemned or restrictions have
been placed on them because of structural failures or inadequacies. At
Naval Support Activity (NSA) Norfolk, the Atlantic Fleet Communications
Department had to be relocated on an emergency basis when their primary
building had a wood truss frame failure and was subsequently condemned
as structurally unsafe.

¢ While many facilities at Naval Station Norfolk have similar problems, the
Commander Naval Air Force Atlantic command building roof and walls leak
so badly that plastic tarps are used to cover mechanical systems. Buckets
catch water and there is water damage throughout the interior.

¢ Building 31 at Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY) in Portsmouth, used by
shipyard engineers, is an historic structure built in 1866. Typical of more
than 30 buildings in the “old yard” area of the base, this admin facility has
been fixed and fixed again, pending funding of a $3.4 million renovation
project. One half of the timber roof recently collapsed, causing us to move
our 150 people overnight. The result is an unplanned repair expenditure of
$250,000 and significant production time and cost impacts to several sub-
marine and ship overhaul projects.

¢ The Regional Child Development Center (CDC) supporting NNSY and the
Naval Medical Center in Portsmouth is undersized, with a capacity of 57
for a 372-child requirement. Qualified, local private childcare is virtually
non-existent. The building is the only one in the region with a C—4 rating:
it has no sprinkler system, inadequate toilet facilities, and a chronic mold
infestation that caused a complete CDC shutdown for 30 days last Septem-
ber. Elimination of this health concern would require complete replacement
of interior architectural and mechanical systems. The best economic solu-
tion is MILCON (P-333) that has been unprogrammed for 15 years. P-333
($6.4 million) would save over 300 sailors an average of $128 per month in
childcare costs.

¢ At the Little Creek Naval Amphibious Base there are many temporary
wood-frame constructed in 1943 with most building systems failing.
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¢ A fourth of all Naval Station Norfolk roads are classified as poor or
worse. At the waterfront more than a thousand sailors park their cars in
dirt parking lots.

¢ Pre-commissioning units consisting of groups of 60 sailors needed a facil-
ity to work from and were given a building on the demolition list as it was
the best facility available. They fixed the building to make it habitable
through self-help. Six months later it was discovered that termites had
caused structural damage to the building and we had to evacuate them to
another building earmarked for demolition. We're still awaiting funding to
renovate a facility for pre-commissioning units.

There are also many success stories where new operational or personnel support
facilities have come on line and represent the high standard we are proud of and
want to attain across our facility inventory. Examples include:

* A new $13.3 million air terminal has just been finished at Naval Station
Norfolk. This facility has dramatically enhanced the quality of service for
sailors and airmen. This terminal is one of the busiest terminals in the Air
Mobility Command system and we now have a first class facility that han-
dles more than 10,500 passengers per month and eliminates previous prob-
lems of aircraft, cargo, and passenger overcrowding.

* The new $4.8 million gymnasium at Naval Air Station Oceana is a mod-
ern, top quality sports facility.

¢ The Youth Center at New Gosport in Portsmouth renovated an under-
sized existing youth center facility and connected a refurbished warehouse
to make it a modern, top quality facility.

One of the most effective means to reduce costs is to reduce our maintenance foot-
print. Accordingly, the Navy and Mid-Atlantic Region has been emphasizing demoli-
tion as part of our RPM program for several years. Since 1998, including plans for
this year, we will have demolished 259 buildings and have removed 874,000 square
feet and $19 million of maintenance backlog from the inventory. Many more struc-
tures could be demolished, but other facilities first need to be renovated and occu-
pants moved in order to make the worst structures available for demolition.

The Mid-Atlantic Region is also stretching available funds by pursuing energy
conservation initiatives using third party financing such as installing energy effi-
cient lighting or air conditioning systems. Working with local utility companies we
jointly develop projects where the savings pay for the project construction and fi-
nancing, and when the loan is paid off the Navy accrues all future savings.

In summary, the condition of facilities in the Hampton Roads area is mixed. There
are new modern facilities such as barracks, hangars, and piers, and there is a long-
term plan in place to re-capitalize our waterfront and airfields. However, more
funds will be needed across the board to reduce the overall maintenance backlog,
toﬁmprove the quality of service for our sailors, and to achieve balanced facility ex-
cellence.

I'm happy to answer any questions you may have.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much, Captain Johnson. Chief.

STATEMENT OF CMC KEVIN H. LICURSI, U.S. NAVY, NAVY
REGION SOUTHWEST, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Chief LicUrsl. Good morning, Senator Inhofe and distinguished
subcommittee members.

As the CNO-directed Master Chief for Navy Region Southwest in
San Diego, California, I am honored this morning to appear before
you and speak about the condition of Navy facilities in family and
bachelor housing on behalf of the sailors and families of Navy Re-
gion Southwest.

I would especially like to thank the subcommittee members for
your past efforts and continued commitment to improve quality of
life for our sailors and their families. Our sailors sincerely appre-
ciate all you and our Navy leadership has done on their behalf. The
committee’s efforts have resulted in providing our sailors much im-
proved Navy morale, welfare, and recreation programs. I am con-
vinced that these types of activities are providing the sailors
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healthier lifestyles by offering alternatives to alcohol and other ac-
tivities that negatively impact personnel readiness.

There has been a considerable investment into family housing,
but there is still much work left to do when Navy family housing
falls either below our standards or where the community cannot ca-
pably support our sailors in the private sector. Regrettably, while
there has been considerable progress made towards enhancing the
quality of life facilities in Navy Region Southwest, workplace qual-
ity of life continues to suffer due to the continuing deterioration of
shore infrastructure.

Leaking roofs, plumbing leaks, ventilation and air conditioning
systems, when provided, do not work. Our buildings are anti-
quated, with an average age of 50 years. We create a message
alignment problem when we put 15-year-old furniture back into the
newly renovated facilities that we are doing.

Bachelor quarters infrastructure also affects sailors’ quality of
life. In the barracks, the lack of routine maintenance and restora-
tion due to funding constraints, the buildup of condensation and
mildew from antiquated air conditioning systems, the age, the out-
dated basic designs, and the lack of ability to house all the sailors
desiring to room in the bachelor housing, all contribute to poor
quality of life.

Little or no funding is applied to these barracks other than emer-
gency trouble calls, due to other more pressing financial needs. Our
sailors are living with furniture that is well beyond its life expect-
ancy, due to the lack of available funding for furniture.

Your Navy today is manned by young men and women who are
the best educated and trained sailors we have ever had. Their com-
mitment to accomplish their mission has never been stronger. In
my 23 years of naval experience, I have never seen your sailors fail
to answer the call when faced with the challenges and dangers that
exist in our world today. They deserve quality family housing that
meets today’s standards. They deserve quality bachelor housing
and they deserve a healthy, safe work environment of sound mate-
rial condition and equipped with furniture that is functional.

Senators, we tell the parents of our sailors that we will take care
of their sons and daughters in return for the service they provide
our country. Your continued support in these vital areas is impera-
tive for us to be able to meet that commitment.

I want to thank you for letting me appear before this distin-
guished panel and I hope that my testimony will help you to decide
to continue to support the shore infrastructure repair and construc-
tion relief we so badly need. I thank you and I look forward to an-
swering any questions that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Chief Licursi follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY CMC KevIN H. Licursi, USN

Good morning Senator Inhofe and distinguished subcommittee members. As the
CNO Directed Master Chief for Commander, Navy Region Southwest (NRSW), I am
honored this morning to appear before you and speak about the condition of Navy
facilities and family housing on behalf of the over 300,000 sailors, civilian employ-
ees, and family members that live and work in Navy Region Southwest. I would es-
pecially like to thank the subcommittee members for your past efforts and continued
commitment to improve quality of life for our sailors and their families. Our sailors
sincerely appreciate all you and our Navy leadership has done on our behalf.
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Many of the improvements in sailors’ quality of life over the past years have been
a direct result of your partnership with Navy leadership. In recent years, military
construction (MILCON) and non-appropriated fund construction (NAFCON) projects
throughout Navy Region Southwest such as family housing, bachelor housing, child
development centers, youth centers, recreational and medical facilities to name a
few, have either been completed or they are in work. Additionally, with your sup-
port, we have received appropriated funds to remodel old bachelor housing to im-
prove our sailors’ standard of living.

The committee’s efforts have also resulted in providing our sailors much-improved
Navy morale, welfare, and recreation programs. All the Navy bases in my region
either now have or are slated to have Single Sailor Recreation Centers that offer
high adventure outdoor activities, access to technology in the form of internet com-
puters, leisure programs such as libraries, games and movie theaters, and personal
life skills education. After traveling throughout Navy Region Southwest and talking
to thousands of sailors, I am convinced that these types of activities are providing
sailors healthier lifestyles by offering alternatives to alcohol and other activities
that negatively effect personnel readiness. The recreation centers are conveniently
located where the single sailor population lives and works. These recreation centers
would have never been realized without the necessary appropriated funding which
you were instrumental in obtaining for the Navy to construct, repair, and outfit the
budildings, and provide the programs that are being used by great numbers of sailors
today.

Due to the past support of Congress, there has been a considerable investment
into family housing in Navy Region Southwest. But there is still much work left to
do where our Navy family housing either falls below our standards or where the
community is not capable of supporting our sailors with private assets.

The Navy’s three-pronged approach to solving our housing needs is crucial to the
recruitment and retention of our highly trained sailors. First, the goal to increase
the Basic Allowance for Housing in order to eliminate out of pocket expenses is the
key to enabling our sailors to afford the available housing in the private community.
Second, where it is feasible, we are leveraging available resources through the use
of the Public/Private Venture (PPV) authority that Congress extended through De-
cember 31, 2004. Third, we ask you to continue to support housing MILCON so that
we can finish the job of improving the quality of living available to our sailors and
their families.

In San Diego there is a current vacancy rate of less than 1 percent, and a pro-
jected shortfall of over 5,000 homes for our Navy and Marine Corps families. The
cost of deregulated utilities has grown exponentially. The average waiting time for
Navy housing is 18 to 36 months for enlisted and officer personnel respectively. To
combat this untenable situation, we are about to award our first PPV contract in
Navy Region Southwest. We are excited about this program. You can understand
this excitement when you realize that for the price of one MILCON house through
PPV, we can house 13 sailors and their families at a higher quality of living.

Our sailors and I personally thank you for recently pulling forward the replace-
ment of 100 more houses into this year’s program. As a result, NAS Lemoore is
about 75 percent through the multi-phased replacement of 1,547 quality homes.
With the increase in expected families, it is imperative to keep this project on track.

Regrettably, while I have mentioned some of the progress that has been made to-
ward enhancing the QOL facilities in Navy Region Southwest, workplace quality of
life continues to suffer due to the continuing deterioration of shore infrastructure.

Operational aircraft hangars I have toured at our bases are old and in poor condi-
tion. Leaking roofs, plumbing leaks, ventilation, and air conditioning systems (when
provided) don’t work. The average age of buildings within Navy Region Southwest
1s 50 years. We recently had to evacuate the aircraft from Hangar 340 at Naval Air
Station North Island due to deterioration of the building in the ceiling structure.
Pieces of concrete that form the structure have fallen and are posing personnel and
equipment hazards. This has greatly affected the quality of workspace and morale
of the sailors assigned to the Helicopter Squadrons housed at that hangar. They are
required to work in temporary enclosures that have been purchased to provide shel-
ter while working on the aircraft along with temporary lighting. Neither of these
conditions is acceptable by Navy leadership and myself.

At Naval Air Facility El Centro, modern tactical aircraft won’t fit into the vintage
1940 hangars. As a result, the sailors who maintain the aircraft are exposed to out-
side temperatures in excess of 115 degrees Fahrenheit. This makes it difficult to
conduct maintenance, because the skin of the aircraft is too hot to touch.

Bachelor quarters’ infrastructure also has a negative effect on sailors’ quality of
life. In the barracks, the lack of routine maintenance and restorations due to fund-
ing constraints; the build-up of condensation and mildew from antiquated a/c sys-
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tems; the age; outdated basic designs; and the lack of availability to house all sailors
desiring a room in bachelor housing all contribute to poor QOL.

While residing in existing barracks, our sailors are living with furniture that is
well beyond it’s life expectancy, due to lack of available funding for furniture. The
Navy’s goal is to replace the furniture every 7 years. We are currently replacing fur-
niture about once every 10 or more years. As a benchmark, industry replaces fur-
niture every 5 years on average. In addition to these living conditions, our sailors
are often required to perform janitorial duties in spite of the Navy’s inter-deploy-
ment training cycles (IDTC) initiative, which in essence eliminates duties not di-
rectly related to the sailors rate, especially while in port. This has further affected
the ability to provide adequate quality of life services in our barracks as we continue
to fight for scarce funding.

On a more positive note, the Navy has been able to move sailors ashore in some
locations. The Chief of Naval Operations, ADM Clark’s goal is for sailors to live
ashore when in homeport. We are working in the Navy Region Southwest towards
this goal, but we will need MILCON in order to make significant advances. The pay-
offhhas been improved retention in those locations where shipboard sailors are living
ashore.

Sailors expect to live in less than optimal conditions aboard ship because space
is limited, but they are not satisfied living in those conditions ashore. Current fund-
ing is not sufficient to provide suitable quarters ashore, because many of our older
facilities have not been replaced or renovated. I also want to emphasize that our
Navy leadership recognizes this is unacceptable and not how we want sailors to live.
However, until MILCON or repair and maintenance funding to renovate other exist-
ing barracks becomes available and the projects are completed, the only other option
sailors have to find suitable housing is to move into the local community. My sailors
would be the ones suffering financially, because of out-of-pocket expenses necessary
to reside in private sector housing. Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) for single
sailors does not begin to cover the minimum costs associated with living on the local
economy.

Our Navy leadership is aware of the requirements for shore installation funding
and the services it provides to the warfighter. I believe the lack of fully articulating
the full shore infrastructure requirement and then underfunding that requirement
severely affects our sailors. Historically Other Base Operating Support (OBOS) re-
quirements have been under-funded in order to meet the ever changing and often-
unplanned operational fleet requirements brought on by different operational con-
tingencies. Must fund bills such as labor, utilities, and BOS contracts reduce the
dollars available for any discretionary spending. Because of budget cuts and un-
planned events during execution year, some OBOS requirements become unfunded;
one example is service craft maintenance. Offsets are paid by the Real Property
Maintenance (RPM) account, which defers critical maintenance further. This has ac-
celerated the decline in our regional facilities and has caused critical maintenance
backlogs to be unmanageable. Our Navy leadership has been and is being forced to
make short-sited and unwanted decisions to cut Special Project funding and other
Quality of Service (QOS) improvements to meet current readiness requirements.
Bottom line, every dollar taken out of RPM is a direct support dollar taken away
from our sailors.

The effect of the condition of facilities in Navy Region Southwest is not limited
to just the deckplate sailors, but it also frustrates their leadership. The price of
readiness and mission accomplishment is being shifted to the backs of our sailors
because of workarounds brought on by our failing infrastructures. I am concerned
that our sailors have become so accustomed to the current poor condition of our in-
frastructure that they have no expectation it will improve.

Your Navy today is manned by young men and women who are the best educated
and trained sailors we have ever had. Their commitment to accomplish the mission
has never been stronger. In my 23 years of naval experience, I have never seen your
sailors fail to answer the call when faced with the challenges and dangers that exist
in our world today. They deserve quality family housing that meets today’s stand-
ards, has reasonable amenities, and affords sailors the security of knowing their
family is safe and taken care of while they are deployed. Our single sailors deserve
quality bachelor housing with reasonable amenities that are maintained, have
ample living area, allows for privacy, and is centrally located to support facilities.
They deserve a healthy and safe work place that is of sound material condition and
equipped with furniture that is functional. They deserve to be equipped with the
proper resources, tools, and spare parts to accomplish the job, and equipped with
working environmental controls that provide reliable heat and air conditioning. Ad-
ditionally, it is imperative that sailors have adequate MWR recreational and fitness/
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gym facilities that support the population of our bases and enhance both mission
and personal readiness.

Our sailors’ lives are all about service, service to their country. In return for that
service and sacrifice, we as an organization are obligated to provide them a quality
of service that is equal to their sacrifice. Quality of life and quality of work are the
components of quality of service that we owe each and every sailor. With your help,
we have made vast improvements in the QOL portion of the equation. With your
continued support, we will be able to attack the problems we have with QOW and
working conditions.

Senators, we tell the parents of our sailors that we will take care of their sons
and daughters in return for the service they provide our country. Your continued
support in these vital areas is imperative for us to be able to meet that commitment.
I want to thank you for letting me appear before this distinguished panel and I hope
that my testimony will help you to decide to support the shore infrastructure repair
and construction relief we so badly need in the Navy. I thank you and look forward
to answering any questions you may have.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Chief.
Colonel Yolitz.

STATEMENT OF LT. COL. BRIAN YOLITZ, U.S. AIR FORCE, COM-
MANDER, 20TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON, SHAW AIR
FORCE BASE, SOUTH CAROLINA

Colonel YoLiTZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
subcommittee. I am Lt. Col. Brian Yolitz and I represent Shaw Air
Force Base, where I command the 20th Civil Engineer Squadron.
I have submitted my assessment of the condition of our facilities,
infrastructure, and family housing and the impacts they are having
on our mission in the written statement you have before you. It is
indeed a privilege and honor to discuss these with you today.

During my time as a commander and as I prepared for today’s
hearing, a steady theme concerning the maintenance and repair
funding levels of our base facilities and infrastructure has become
apparent. In a word, frustration—a growing frustration that is
eroding our morale, our retention, and our readiness. The field is
frustrated. My engineers and craftsmen are frustrated. Because of
funding levels, we tell them to do a band-aid fix or ignore mainte-
nance that is required, knowing well that they will be back, maybe
not back tomorrow, maybe not next week, but back nonetheless, to
redo their work or to do more substantial repair, knowing well it
C(l)uld have been done and should have been done better in the first
place.

They are frustrated because of the impact this is having on the
mission. We know we can and we must do better. The commanders
and enlisted leaders I support at Shaw are also frustrated, frus-
trated because our facilities and infrastructure are simply not sup-
porting their needs. Like Major Larry Gatti, Commander of the
20th Component Repair Squadron, who during the summer months
has to continually juggle his airmen’s duty hours and implement
work rest cycles because the mechanical systems simply cannot
keep the ambient temperature below 100 degrees in his F-16 en-
gine maintenance shops.

Like Master Sergeant Mike Kosover, Airfield Manager from the
20th Operational Support Squadron. He has watched many of our
airfield pavement maintenance needs go deferred or unaddressed.
Now he plays traffic cop, redirecting aircraft around our problem
areas, adding taxiing time and wear and tear to our jets.
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We are asking these two airmen and many others like them to
manage work-arounds when they should be focused on their spe-
cific mission, fixing and flying jets.

Sir, from your extensive travels to our installations and the
statements provided by the members of this panel, our facilities
and infrastructure are in desperate need of attention and an infu-
sion of resources, an infusion to regain and sustain the readiness
edge our infrastructure complex must provide.

I trust through this hearing and the ensuing discussions and de-
bate it generates that this subcommittee will be able to provide the
attention and resources needed to maintain and repair our facilities
and infrastructure so they can properly support the missions as-
signed to us and, more importantly, support the terrific people who
ultimately make those missions succeed.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the men and women of the 20th Civil
Engineer Squadron at Shaw Air Force Base, I again thank you for
this opportunity to appear before you today. Also, sir, I thank you
and this committee for your continued strong support of Air Force
programs and the benefits provided to me, my family, and my fel-
low airmen here at home and deployed around the world. I am
eager to address any questions you may have at this time.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Yolitz follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LT. COL. BRIAN YOLITZ, USAF
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, good morning, I am Lt. Col.
Brian Yolitz, Commander of the 20th Civil Engineer Squadron and Base Civil Engi-
neer at Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina. My squadron is made up of nearly
500 personnel officers, NCOs, airmen, and civilians. We are responsible for all as-
pects of the maintenance, repair, alteration, and construction of Shaw’s 400-plus
buildings, 1,704 family housing units, airfield and road-way pavements, and the
base’s associated electrical, natural gas, water, and sewer utility systems. We also
provide crash rescue and fire protection services, explosive ordnance disposal, as
well as environmental management for the 16,000 acre complex which includes
Poinsett Electronic Combat Range. I report to my wing commander on the condition
?_f }tlhese systems and programs and how they are supporting his mission to fly and
1ght.

I certainly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and share my
views on the current state of facility conditions and how recent funding levels have
affected me as a base civil engineer and my squadron’s ability to support the mis-
sion needs of Shaw Air Force Base.

BACKGROUND

In the 1970s, the Air Force realized quality facilities were important to the men
and women of the Air Force. This was an acknowledgment by senior leaders that
providing Air Force people with safe, efficient, and modern places to live and work
positively impacted the quality of life and quality of service of our people and ulti-
mately improved the overall morale and readiness of our force. They recognized the
very poor working and living conditions existing at that time had an overall nega-
tive impact on both.

In the mid-1980s and early 1990s, our military construction and real property
maintenance accounts were robust and we made great progress in providing quality
facilities for our airmen and their families. Since then, investment in Air Force fa-
cilities has declined as a result of constrained defense budgets and competing Air
Force requirements. We now see growth in the backlog of required work necessary
to maintain the readiness edge we established in past years. Meanwhile, the expec-
tations of our commanders, our people, and our families remain high, as they
should. We are expected to balance mission readiness, modernization, and quality-
of-life efforts in the face of aging infrastructure and declining military construction
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and real property maintenance budgets. I would like to provide you with my per-
spective on how this has affected me at work and at home.

SHAW AIR FORCE BASE

Mr. Chairman and distinguished subcommittee members, Shaw Air Force Base is
home to the 20th Fighter Wing and four squadrons of F-16 Fighting Falcons. We
are on call to provide suppression of enemy air defense fighters and a host of combat
support at a moments notice. We also host the headquarters U.S. Central Command
Air Forces and 9th Air Force.

On the 9th and 10th of August 1990, just after Iraq invaded Kuwait, two fighter
squadrons from Shaw responded as part of the first wave of U.S. aircraft to counter
the Iraqi threat as part of Operation Desert Shield. All told, more than 4,000 people
from the Fighter Wing and CENTAF—over two-thirds of Shaw’s military popu-
lation—deployed as part of Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. During Op-
eration Allied Force, 36 F-16s and nearly 900 people deployed to Aviano Air Base,
Italy, and Bandirma Air Base, Turkey, to fight the air war over Serbia. Over the
past year, we have engaged in 20 deployments, moving more than 2,300 people and
620 tons of equipment and supplies to locations around the world.

As we speak, the 77th Fighter Squadron and more than 190 proud airmen are
deployed in support of Operations Northern and Southern Watch. I have 18 airmen
deployed as part of this group and back at Shaw, I have almost 50 airmen preparing
to deploy in a force of over 850 others from Shaw as part of AEFs 5 and 6 in which
we are the Lead Wing.

AIR EXPEDITIONARY FORCE

I'd like to add, the AEF concept of packaging units of airpower capability has
quickly become part of our culture. While we continue to find areas to improve the
concept with each rotation, particularly in the area of expeditionary combat support,
the AEF concept has delivered on the number one promise we made to our people
and that is predictability. Each one of my airmen knows exactly when they are eligi-
ble to deploy—and they plan on that, arranging educational opportunities and fam-
ily vacations based on what AEF they are assigned to.

REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE

Mr. Chairman, back at Shaw, we are all well aware of the impact current funding
levels are having on our ability to maintain, repair, and, when needed, replace base
facilities and infrastructure.

Since 1996, we have seen a steady decline in real property maintenance by con-
tract, or RPMC funding. In fiscal year 1996, we received nearly $14 million for con-
tract projects to maintain and repair base facilities and utility systems. In fiscal
year 2000, we received $7.6 million, $2.4 million of which was a plus-up to support
the beddown of our new flight simulator equipment. This year, we have received
only $2.9 million with little hope for any additional funding. This represents a re-
duction of nearly 80 percent—leaving many mission needs unaddressed.

One example is the repair of taxiway Foxtrot on our airfield complex, which has
been shut down for several years due to the deteriorated condition of the pavement.
While we have work-arounds in place for our day-to-day fighter operations, not hav-
ing this taxiway severely limits our ability to handle large frame aircraft like the
C-17, C-141, or KC-10 needed for deployment operations. Depending on the sce-
nario, we are required to mobilize nearly 1,700 people and over 1,400 short tons of
equipment—more than 30 C-17 equivalents in a matter of days. Not having the
prop?r taxiway system impedes our ability to mobilize our force quickly and effi-
ciently.

Another example is our military working dog kennels. Our 6 military working
dogs are indeed weapons systems. Trained for bomb and drug detection, they deploy
throughout the United States in support of the Secret Service and counter drug op-
erations along the Mexican border; and to meet force protection needs around the
world. In fact, Iwan, a Belgian-Malamute bomb dog, is deployed and on duty with
his handler in Southwest Asia, protecting Americans serving in Kuwait. The facility,
which houses these working dogs, was built by German Prisoners of War in 1943.
It has failed the last 4 veterinary inspections and has deteriorated to the point that
our dogs suffer multiple ear infections and skin irritations which have rendered
them undeployable and unable to meet their mission needs on several occasions.

In general terms, our current real property maintenance funding levels allow us
to only provide simple day-to-day maintenance and repair—to our most pressing
needs. As a result, we are seeing a steady deterioration of our facilities and infra-
structure. We have been forced to scale back preventative maintenance programs in
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several areas to the point where we respond only when a system fails and imme-
diate action is required. This is evidenced by a continuous stream of emergency and
urgent work requests for our in-house work force, particularly for roof and pavement
repairs. Our inability to provide adequate preventative maintenance was also a con-
tributing factor leading to our need to close taxiway Foxtrot.

We have reached a point where we no longer accept all the work requests from
our customers. The work order allocation system we’ve created has our group com-
manders identify and prioritize their Top 10 work requirements. Our in-house
craftsmen work directly off those lists. When they finish a job, our production con-
trollers call the commander for his or her next most pressing need. There is always
something to fill the vacant spot on the Top 10 lists. In fact, we are tracking over
800 orders for our main base and family housing maintenance work forces. In addi-
tion, our engineers have nearly 30 projects totaling over $20 million worth of con-
tract work on the shelf, awaiting funding. The estimated cost to raise our Installa-
tion Readiness Report rating from C—4 to a C-2 is $139 million. Chronically con-
strained funding over the last several years has lead to a “why bother, if it’s not
an emergency, it will never get funded” mentality in some. As a result, I'm not cer-
tain this figure gives us a true assessment of our requirements to return our facili-
ties and infrastructure to a condition where they fully support the missions of Shaw
Air Force Base.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

We rely on the Military Construction Program to do the “heavy-lifting” in terms
of facility and infrastructure upgrades and replacement. We have seen a steady
downward trend in terms of funding and opportunities in this area as well—particu-
larly in the area of current mission requirements.

Since fiscal year 1993, we have had only two current mission MILCON projects
sent forward to Congress as part of the President’s budget for that year’s budget
cycle—in fiscal year 1994, we received a new Child Development Center ($2.9 mil-
lion) and in fiscal year 1997, we renovated three dormitories ($8.5 million).

Fortunately, we have been blessed with terrific support from Congress who has
championed projects and accelerated their execution for the betterment of our
troops—at Shaw, that meant a Security Forces building in fiscal year 1997, which
helped move that unit out of a building built in the early 1950s and, until its recent
demolition, was affectionately called “The Crack House.” This committee brought a
dining facility forward in the fiscal year 2001 bill to replace our current facility built
in 1958. That project is scheduled for a ground breaking late this summer and we
are extremely grateful.

Like RPMC funding, reduced MILCON funding forces wing leadership into mak-
ing tough choices and leaving critical mission needs unaddressed. For example, we
need to replace the aircraft maintenance units for three of our fighter squadrons.
Today, the aircraft maintenance crews working on our F-16s are crammed into fa-
cilities which are undersized, poorly laid out, and inefficient in terms of functional
use and energy consumption. We also have plans to construct a new contingency de-
ployment center—a smart and efficient way to enhance our readiness by consolidat-
ing and streamlining our ability to mobilize and deploy. Unfortunately, these re-
quirements remain unfunded through fiscal year 2007. The MILCON program also
addresses quality-of-life needs for our installations. Our base library is housed in
an undersized and deteriorated 47-year-old building. We need to replace it with a
modern facility to support the ever-growing educational needs of our airmen and
their families 1s also an unfunded requirement through fiscal year 2007.

FAMILY HOUSING

Funding for the day-to-day maintenance and repair of our family housing units
has been relatively steady over the last several years. Unfortunately, the average
housing unit at Shaw is 38 years—with 50 percent being built in the 1950s. While
we have made some upgrades to these units with projects in the 1970s, the houses
and neighborhoods are still designed and built for families of the 1950s and 1960s.
An Air Force family of today, as with any family in America, leads a vastly different
life style. The computers, printers, and entertainment equipment that are the norm
of the 21st century, have exceeded the electrical capacity of our units. The family
of today has become more materialistic and, as a result, have more things in their
household—they demand more room to store and display their belongings—our
units are undersized. Finally, our houses and neighborhoods were designed for just
over one car per family. A two-car family is the norm today and as a result, our
streets are crowded, causing cramped and unsafe conditions in terms of both vehicu-
lar and pedestrian traffic. Our housing units only have carports and our residents
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don’t have the option of a garage which is the standard for a home in the civilian
community.

Housing is an important issue for our people. It’s a day-to-day quality of life issue,
but it is also a retention issue. The Air Force recruits the member, but retains the
family. When it comes time to make the decision to stay and reenlist, the member
really only has 49 percent of the vote—the spouse and family have 51 percent—
that’s the way it is in my family. If we, as an Air Force, cannot show the family
that we are committed to them by providing a safe, quality place to live, they will
elect to separate. We need to invest in upgrading or replacing our inadequate hous-
ing with homes and neighborhoods that reflect the needs and expectations of the
modern, high-tech family. This is an important ingredient in retaining our bright,
professional airmen.

SELF-HELP PROGRAM

Like most Air Force bases, we promote our self-help program. This program al-
lows our customers to take on small scale projects that we are unable to accomplish
due to funding or manpower shortfalls. Units supply the labor from within their or-
ganization and through our self-help store, receive materials, technical guidance,
and support. Self-help projects typically focus on enhancing quality-of-life type func-
tions such as snack and break areas as well as office, supply, and training rooms.
These projects display the tremendous leadership and initiative of our airman and
build unit esprit-de-corps by allowing teams to take responsibility for their work en-
vironment.

As the base civil engineer, I am frustrated that, because of manpower and funding
levels, my squadron is not able to fully meet our customers’ needs forcing them to
turn to self-help to accomplish work we should be doing for them. Because self-help
work is often done after duty hours and on weekends, I am also concerned that self-
help, if unchecked, will add to the already heavy OPTEMPO and work load of our
people—keeping them from their families and much needed time off. Make no mis-
take, the work accomplished through self-help is of good quality and the sense of
pride when a unit completes a project is overwhelming—I just wish we could do
more so our airmen could focus on the missions they’re trained to do.

VEHICLES

Just as providing quality places to work directly affects a member’s quality of
service, so do the condition and quality of the tools we give them to accomplish their
mission. My vehicle fleet is another area limiting our ability to properly maintain
and repair the base. I have a vehicle fleet of 146 vehicles. It is made up of a com-
bination of 50 leased vehicles—general purpose vehicles like pick-up trucks—and an
Air Force owned “Blue Fleet” of 96 vehicles and special purpose pieces of equipment
like street sweepers, loaders, back hoes, and graders. The leased fleet is in good
shape, typically replaced within 6 years or 40,000 miles depending on condition, at
an annual cost of $185,000, which includes maintenance. However, my “Blue Fleet”
is aged. Today, one-half of the fleet (50 of 96) has reached or exceeded its life expect-
ancy. Within 3 years, over 80 percent of the fleet (79 of 96) will have reached or
exceed its life expectancy with little help on the horizon. Optimistically, I only see
two replacement vehicles—a farm tractor, and dump truck—coming in between now
and fiscal year 2003.

As the age of our “Blue Fleet” increases, so does the cost of maintaining it. Our
transportation squadron is funded on an average of $1,100 per vehicle to maintain
and repair my fleet. Unfortunately, this total is quickly depleted as major compo-
nents fail—like transmissions, and street sweeper broom drive motors. When the
bill to repair a vehicle exceeds his budget, he turns to me to fund the repairs and
I am forced to dip into my facility maintenance and repair dollars to get the repairs
made and get the vehicle back in the hands of my craftsmen.

CONCLUSION

The conditions I've highlighted, coupled together, make operating and maintain-
ing an air base very challenging. I am blessed to command and work with the best
and brightest people I've had the privileged to serve with in my 18 years in the Air
Force. They deserve the very best and all the support we can give them. Mr. Chair-
man, in my opinion, we can no longer mortgage our infrastructure without signifi-
cant, long-term negative effects—on our people and our readiness. Make no mistake,
we have the very best people who will make the mission succeed, but they need our
support today to meet the mission challenges of tomorrow.

There are base engineers at our 86 major Air Force installations across the U.S.
and around the world that could articulate their own experiences, analysis, and
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opinions of how reduced real property funding has affected them, their units, and
the missions they support. The accounts I have highlighted today reflect my own
experiences and opinions. I am very grateful for the opportunity to share them with
you today.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the subcommittee for its continued strong support
of Air Force programs and benefits provided to me, my family, and more impor-
tantly, my fellow airmen, here at home and deployed around the world. I am eager
to address any questions you may have at this time.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Colonel. I think those anecdotal ex-
amples are very good about the temperature in the maintenance
shops. That is very helpful.

Several of you have said you want to continue the treatment you
have had. This is not what this is about. We realize the deficiencies
that are out there. We have to improve. You are doing great with
the hand that has been dealt you, but we want to deal you a better
hand.

Sergeant Poliansky.

STATEMENT OF CM SGT. WALTER POLIANSKY, U.S. AIR FORCE,
SUPERINTENDENT OF THE 89TH SUPPORT GROUP, AN-
DREWS AIR FORCE BASE, MARYLAND

Sergeant POLIANSKY. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of
the subcommittee. I am CM Sgt. Walter Poliansky, Superintendent
of the 89th Support Group at Andrews Air Force Base. I appreciate
the opportunity to appear before you today and to share my views
on the impact that reduced facility maintenance funding has had
on our enlisted force.

The Air Force is significantly different today than when I entered
in 1978. Then our workplace environments, housing units, and dor-
mitories were in very poor shape. This had a serious impact on our
morale and retention in our early years as an all-volunteer force.
In the mid-1980s and early 1990s, we made great strides to provide
quality facilities for our people and their families.

Since then, however, a decline in the budget has hindered our
abilities to continue to move forward in these areas. This has ad-
versely affected the quality of life of our enlisted force, their fami-
lies, and ultimately retention rates. What we need is a larger budg-
et to fund our facility maintenance programs.

Facilities and infrastructures at Andrews Air Force Base are on
the average 30 to 40 years old. Because of funding constraints, the
first things cut from our construction projects are the overhaul and
repair of our electrical, mechanical, and utility systems. Con-
sequently, our facilities are starting to look better, but the real
problem lies beneath the facade.

Frequently our military workforce responds to after-duty hours.
Airmen are called out all hours of the day and night, in all weather
conditions, to fix problems well beyond repair with little to no re-
sources. Compounding the problem, our engineers stationed at An-
drews are also assigned to deployable expeditionary forces. This
puts an added burden on those left behind to maintain the base.

Our people are fatigued and frustrated. The long hours are hav-
ing a negative effect on our morale. Power outages have become
more routine because existing equipment has not had sufficient up-
grades over the years. Our airfield pavement is 40 years old and
requires over $30 million worth of critical repairs to keep it fully
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mission capable. Many of our mechanical systems are now perform-
ing beyond their life expectancy and are beginning to fail.

Our airmen are becoming frustrated and less efficient because of
their workplace environment. On occasion they are sent home early
or relocated to other facilities because of system failures. An in-
crease in funding will allow us to replace old systems now in order
to head off catastrophic failure later.

It does not stop at the workplace. Many of our young men and
women come home after a long day of work to no heat, air condi-
tioning, or hot water, further impacting their morale and ability to
perform effectively. Our enlisted force are the most dedicated and
trained I have seen in my 22-year career. They deserve to have the
best resources available to do the job they are trained and a stand-
ard of living equal to their civilian counterparts.

Many of our young airmen are getting out, not because they do
not enjoy their job, but because of the environment and conditions
they have to work and live. One staff sergeant who recently sepa-
rated from the Air Force after 7 years told me: I can no longer
work for an organization that wants me to do a job without the
right tools and materials.

If we provide our people with quality work and home environ-
ment, the right tools and equipment, they will do the rest. We need
your help.

Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, I want to
thank you for your continued strong support of these Air Force pro-
grams to enhance our quality of life at Andrews Air Force Base and
throughout our military services. I will be happy to address any
questions.

[The prepared statement of Sergeant Poliansky follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY CM SGT. WALTER POLIANSKY, USAF

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, good morning. I am CM Sgt.
Walter Poliansky, Superintendent of the 89th Support Group, at Andrews Air Force
Base, Maryland. As the Superintendent, I am responsible for advising the com-
mander on all issues affecting health, morale, welfare, and quality of life for our
group’s 715 enlisted members. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you
today to share my views on the impact reduced facility maintenance funding has
on the enlisted members in our Air Force.

OVERVIEW

The Air Force of today is significantly different than when I entered in late 1978.
Then, our workplace environments, housing units, and dormitories were in very
poor shape. This had a serious impact on morale and retention in our early years
of an all-volunteer force. Senior leadership recognized this problem and took action
to provide our people with safe, efficient, and modern places to work and live. These
quality-of-life initiatives positively impacted readiness, morale, and ultimately re-
tention. Their efforts proved fruitful in the mid-1980s and early 1990s. Military con-
struction and real property maintenance accounts were robust, and we made great
strides in providing quality facilities for our people. Since then, a decline in the de-
fense budget, and competing requirements, have hindered our abilities to move for-
ward in these areas. We now see growth in the backlog of required work necessary
to maintain the readiness edge we established in past years. Meanwhile, expecta-
tions of our commanders, our people, and our families remain high. We are chal-
lenged to balance mission readiness, modernization, and quality-of-life efforts in the
face of aging infrastructure, and declining military construction, and real property
maintenance budgets.

We need a larger real property maintenance budget to fully fund our preventative
maintenance program. We need additional funding to repair and overhaul our rap-
idly aging facilities and infrastructure. Finally, we need the funds to purchase much
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needed replacements for outdated furnishings for our single airmen living in the
dormitories.

Deteriorating infrastructure and facilities, along with reduced funding in facility
maintenance programs, adversely impact the quality of life of our enlisted force,
their families, and ultimately retention rates. Although we have made strides, more
needs to be done. Frequently, because of funding constraints, the first things cut
from construction projects are the replacements and overhaul of the mechanical,
electrical, and utility systems of our facilities. Consequently, our facilities are look-
ing better, but the real problem lies beneath the facade.

Our present funding only allows us to do the bare essentials, keep our heads
above water, and sustain facility operations. We have become reactive instead of
proactive. We do not have the dollars necessary to perform essential maintenance
or equipment replacement. Facilities and infrastructure at Andrews Air Force Base
are, on the average, 30- to 40-years old. Most mechanical, electrical, and utility sys-
tems are well beyond their life expectancy. We do not have the money to upgrade
these outdated systems. Additionally, off-the-shelf replacement parts are no longer
available or manufactured.

Because the budget is so tight, our military work force is frequently responding
to after-hour emergencies. Airmen are called out all hours of the day and night, in
all kinds of weather, to fix problems well beyond repair with little to no resources.
Compounding the problem, 86 percent of the engineers stationed at Andrews are
also assigned to deployable Air Expeditionary Forces. Our family’s expectations are
reasonable, despite our personnel shortages, due to deployments. They are under-
standing, yet count on the same level of quality service. These requirements and
valued customer service put an added burden on those left behind to maintain the
base. Increased funding will allow us to replace old equipment and systems now in
order to head off catastrophic failures later. This will also reduce our operations
tempo for our civil engineer work force, who are already over-tasked.

Let me give you a few examples: In November 1999, our civil engineers responded
to a major power outage over Thanksgiving weekend that knocked out power to our
airfield lighting system. The source of the problem, 30-year-old cable that should
have been replaced 10 years ago. IMPACT: Air Force electricians worked 12 to 14
hours a day, in deplorable weather conditions, for 18 days straight. An emergency
contract had to be executed to augment our work force. Together they replaced over
63,000 feet of deteriorated cable. Additionally, our power production shop had to
work around the clock to provide generator support until the commercial power
could be restored. Because of their dedication, there was no impact to our Presi-
dential support mission. However, our people were fatigued. The long hours had a
negative effect on their morale and quality of life. Power outages have become more
routine throughout the base, including the housing area, because existing equip-
ment has not had sufficient upgrades to keep up with our increasing demands.

Most of the pavement on our airfield is 40 years old and has reached the point
where routine maintenance is no longer effective. We have identified over $30 mil-
lion in backlogged, critical repairs needed for our runways and taxiways at An-
drews. They are necessary to maintain our full mission capable status. Additionally,
this will prevent costly foreign object damage to aircraft from loose pavements being
ingested into their engines.

Another problem is our mechanical systems throughout the base. Many of them
are beyond their life expectancy. Last summer, the air conditioning system failed
at our education center, housing the Office of Special Investigation Academy, Air-
man Leadership School, and off-duty education programs. This system was 25 years
old. It had operated almost 5 years over its 20-year life expectancy. For the last 3
to 4 years, our craftsmen had been nursing the system along because there was no
money to replace the unit. They responded routinely to make “band-aid” fixes that
kept the system operational. They regularly made recommendations to have the
unit replaced. IMPACT: The quality of life of both the craftsmen performing the
maintenance, and the students and staff the facility supports were severely im-
pacted. The price of the new system was $80,000. An additional $14,000 was spent
on renting a portable chiller unit for 30 days, until the new unit could be installed.
Because of the system’s catastrophic failure, funds had to be diverted from other pri-
orities, impacting yet other Andrews’ members and their quality of life. This is only
one of many problems. We have people working in facilities that have been identi-
fied for demolition, because it is no longer economical to renovate. Workers are be-
coming frustrated and less efficient. On occasion, they are sent home early because
of ((einvironmental conditions. In my opinion, our readiness posture is being jeopard-
ized.

It does not stop at the workplace. The centralized heating and air conditioning
units at the dormitories are also deteriorating. Many of our young men and women
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come home after a long day at work to no heat, air conditioning, or hot water. This
lowers their morale and ability to perform effectively.

Dormitory furnishing is yet another problem. These items have a 5-year life cycle
because of the high turn over rate and usage. Presently, because of funding limita-
tions, we are replacing items on the 10-year cycle. Our young airmen deserve better
than this. These examples are common throughout the Air Force.

Our enlisted force is the most dedicated and trained I have seen in my 22-year
career. They deserve to have the best resources available to do the job for which
they are trained, and a standard of living equal to their civilian counterparts. Many
of our first and second term airmen are getting out. Not because they do not enjoy
their job, but because of the environment and conditions they have to work and live
in. One staff sergeant, who recently separated from our Air Force after 7 years, told
me, “I can no longer work for an organization that wants me to do a job without
the right tools or materials.” If we provide our people with a quality work environ-
ment, the right facilities, tools, and equipment; they will do the rest.

It is our job to protect our men and women. Daily, we put them in harms way—
yet we do not put our best efforts forward to take care of them and their families.
Now is the time to invest in our most important and valuable asset—our people.
We need your help.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I want to thank
you for your continued strong support of Air Force programs and the benefits you
have provided our airmen in terms of quality of life both in the workplace and at
home. I will be happy to address any questions.

Senator INHOFE. I know this, I personally witnessed some of the
things that they are doing to make it look good while underground
it is a disaster. What I am going to ask any of you to do for the
record is to give me some specific examples out there on things
that are being done to make it look good when it is covering up a
disaster.

Colonel Phillips.

STATEMENT OF COL. THOMAS S. PHILLIPS, U.S. MARINE
CORPS, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF OF FACILITIES, MARINE
CORPS BASE, CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Colonel PHILLIPS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
subcommittee. My name is Col. Tom Phillips. I am the Assistant
Chief of Staff of Facilities at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina.

Camp Lejeune’s facilities challenges are three: one, rapidly aging
facilities. Camp Lejeune is rather unique in that it was built all at
once in the early 1940s, so it is old, nearly 60 years.

Two, its size and complexity. We have 40,000 marines and sailors
there, plus we support at least 100,000 families and retired person-
nel as well.

Of course, the final challenge that we face at Camp Lejeune, lack
of funding to support these facilities. The availability of military
construction and operation and maintenance funding has not kept
pace with increasing facilities requirements. Requirements include
improved quality of life goals, critical environmental concerns, in-
frastructure deficiencies, and major renovations for family housing
units.

An effective demolition program, our institution of activity-based
costing procedures, and other management tools have helped. How-
ever, no major improvements in the overall condition of its facilities
is likely to occur without a meaningful increase of military con-
struction and operation and maintenance budgets.

Sir, I have submitted a more detailed statement. I have also sub-
mitted to the members some interesting photos of infrastructure
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and, as you have just commented, sir, those photos are of infra-
structure we do not typically see.
[The prepared statement of Colonel Phillips follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY COL. THOMAS S. PHILLIPS, USMC

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: I am Colonel Tom Phillips, As-
sistant Chief of Staff, Facilities, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. I appreciate this
opportunity to appear before you today. I am particularly pleased to be able to dis-
cuss with you the very serious issue of the existing condition of buildings, struc-
tures, and infrastructure at Camp Lejeune. My intent is to provide you information
regarding our current facilities, efforts to improve our facilities, and shortfalls and
challenges we face in our attempts to provide our marines and sailors and their
families with adequate facilities to perform their important missions.

Camp Lejeune is the Marine Corps’ largest amphibious base. Located in south-
eastern North Carolina, the base is home to 40,000 active duty marines and sailors
and an additional 100,000 dependents and retired military personnel. The base en-
compasses 153,000 acres and provides an essential training environment for the Ma-
rine Corps and other services.

Camp Lejeune’s facilities problems are directly attributable to three factors: (1)
the age of the base, (2) the size and complexity of the base, and (3) lack of adequate
funding to repair, maintain, and replace aging facilities.

Camp Lejeune was constructed in the early 1940s. Most of our facilities are ap-
proaching 60 years old. Because of the age of our facilities, we are now faced with
the high cost of renovation and replacement of buildings and infrastructure along
with the normal cost of maintaining the facilities. Advancements in training re-
quirements, quality of life, and complexity of building systems have also increased
the cost to maintain and operate facilities. The availability of funding in both the
military construction (MCON) program and operation and maintenance (O&M) ac-
counts has not kept pace with the increasing facilities requirements.

Camp Lejeune has a plant replacement value of $3.7 billion. In recent years, we
have averaged approximately $18 million annually in “replacement” MCON funding.
Based on this current level of funding, we are on a 205-year cycle for replacement
of facilities. We face tremendous challenges in meeting our stated goals of improved
quality of life and adequate facilities for our personnel. Based on the Marine Corps’
goal of providing 2 X 0 room configuration for all troops, Camp Lejeune has an ex-
isting BEQ deficiency of over 6,000 manspaces.

Although we have replaced some shops and operational facilities in recent years,
we still have many of our operational units working daily in old, inadequate facili-
ties . . . many without heating systems and running water. In addition, environ-
mental requirements, such as the construction of a new wastewater treatment plant
and landfill, although desperately needed, have drawn limited construction dollars
away from much needed billeting and operational requirements.

On the O&M side, our budget for maintenance and repair falls short of the needs
generated by a base of this size. We currently have a $106 million backlog of main-
tenance and repair. Much of the needed work is in facilities that directly affect our
ability to meet our military mission. In many areas, while we are able to maintain
a good outward appearance on the base by performing cosmetic repairs and mainte-
nance, major problems lurk below the surface . . . problems such as aging utility
systems, infrastructure deficiencies, hidden structural deterioration, and aging com-
ponents such as basic wiring and plumbing. As I mentioned earlier, many of our
facilities are approaching 60 years old. We can no longer merely paint and perform
minor maintenance to keep these facilities operational. Most buildings are at the
age where they require major renovation, including rewiring, replumbing, replacing
structural members, and removing hazardous materials such as asbestos and lead
paint. The need and cost for performing these renovations has increased signifi-
cantly in the last decade.

We have over 4,000 family housing units at Camp Lejeune. The majority of the
units were built in the 1940s and 1950s. Over 60 percent of these units are in need
of replacement or major renovation. Many of the units have health hazards such as
lead paint, asbestos, and contaminated soil that must be monitored continuously.
We estimate the cost of replacing or renovating these units at over $200 million.
Adequate family housing is an issue that must be addressed in the very near future.

We have taken significant steps in recent years to improve efficiency and stretch
our maintenance and construction dollars. In the past 4 years, we have demolished
432 facilities, eliminating over one million square feet of inventory that required
maintenance. We have contracted many services that we felt could be completed



27

more efficiently by the private sector. We have instituted activity based costing pro-
cedures and other management tools to improve efficiency and effectiveness. We are
currently completing a business process improvement analysis aimed at organizing
our operations around essential processes. We continually look for opportunities to
improve. However, at some point, the bottom line is that adequate funding must be
provided to match the total facilities requirement.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would again like to express my appreciation to the
subcommittee for providing the opportunity to meet with you on this important
topic. The condition of our facilities is an issue that is very dear to the Marine
Corps. The benefits derived by the Marine Corps from better facilities, particularly
in the areas of improved readiness and quality of life, are substantial. I sincerely
hope that the information we provide today will help you determine how to best uti-
lize our limited resources in the future. Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement.
I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.

Senator INHOFE. Good, Colonel. I appreciate that.

In yesterday’s hearing we examined some of the encroachment
problems, such as the effect of protecting the habitat of the red
cockaded woodpecker and others, on training. So we had a chance
to go over that in some detail. Thank you very much.

Sergeant Lott.

STATEMENT OF SGT. MAJ. IRA LOTT, U.S. MARINE CORPS, AS-
SISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF OF FACILITIES, MARINE CORPS
AIR STATION, MIRAMAR, CALIFORNIA

Sergeant LOTT. Sir. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of
the subcommittee. I am Sgt. Maj. Lott, Sergeant Major, Marine
Corps Air Bases Western Area, Marine Corps Air Station,
Miramar, California. I appreciate the opportunity to appear here
today. I am particularly pleased that you have chosen to focus on
the condition of the infrastructure, facilities, and family housing at
Miramar. I would like to concentrate my discussion this morning
on military family housing.

As a result of BRAC legislation, we closed two of our major Ma-
rine Corps air stations in Orange County, California, and moved to
a single site in San Diego. The location of Marine Corps Air Station
Miramar is ideal because of its proximity to other key military fa-
cilities and training areas in the region. BRAC funded most of our
barracks requirements and we have come a long way in our facili-
ties renovation.

The critical shortfall we are experiencing in San Diego is in mili-
tary family housing. The move to San Diego required us to vacate
approximately 2,800 military units that house 60 percent of our
married marines. With only 527 military family housing units lo-
cated aboard Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, we entered into
a regional housing alliance with the Navy to best support our mili-
tary families. Our partnership with the Navy housing is highly val-
ued, but we must do more to obtain affordable family housing for
our marines.

San Diego Navy housing currently maintains 9,039 military fam-
ily housing units and Miramar Base marine families occupy 1,148
of those units, our fair share based on population. Roughly 18 per-
cent of all marine families assigned to Miramar reside in one of the
52 military family housing areas located throughout San Diego
County. Some are well over 30 miles from base.

The severe shortage of affordable rental units within reasonable
commuting distance of Marine Corps Air Station Miramar ad-
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versely affects quality of life, morale, and is an indirect, albeit seri-
ous, threat to our readiness. With the likely loss of some of the ex-
isting units on the domestic lease program, our family housing sit-
uation will get worse before it gets better.

Marines who are preoccupied with high housing costs and mak-
ing ends meet divert their focus from mission accomplishment.
Even in peacetime, much of the work our marines do is inherently
dangerous and involves great responsibility. Concerns about family
safety and finances can impact the marine’s ability to concentrate
on his day-to-day mission.

Marine families who live on the local economy have seen their
increases in housing allowances gobbled up by skyrocketing hous-
ing costs, energy costs, vehicle maintenance, and gasoline prices.
Annual adjustments to housing allowance simply cannot keep up
with the booming San Diego economy and housing shortages. Find-
ing a rental unit is a real challenge in San Diego, where the va-
cancy rate is less than 1 percent. Junior enlisted marines with fam-
ilies often opt to occupy quarters in high crime areas because of the
relative affordability of such neighborhoods. Those marines who
choose safer areas find that their housing allowance is dwarfed by
expensive rent.

Typical rent in San Diego exceeds junior marines’ housing allow-
ance by anywhere from 10 to 150 percent. The Navy-Marine Corps
team has a public-private venture working that will begin to ad-
dress the housing shortfall by providing 588 new houses. But with
thousands of families waiting on waiting lists for well over a year,
we need to continue these efforts to accelerate the time line to
produce more houses quickly.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate your interest and support. This
concludes my statement. I will be pleased to answer any questions
you may have at this time.

[The prepared statement of Sergeant Lott follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SGT. MAJ. IRA LoTT, USMC

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: I am Sgt. Maj. Ira Lott, Ser-
geant Major of Marine Corps Air bases Western Area, Marine Corps Air Station,
Miramar, California. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today. I am
particularly pleased that you have chosen to focus on the condition of the infrastruc-
ture, facilities, and family housing at Miramar. I would like to concentrate my dis-
cussion this morning on military family housing.

As a result of BRAC legislation, we closed two of our Marine Corps Air Stations
in Orange County, California and moved to a single site in San Diego. The location
of MCAS Miramar is ideal because of its proximity to other key military facilities
and training areas in the region. BRAC funded most of our barracks requirements
and we have come a long way in our facilities renovation. The critical shortfall we
are experiencing in San Diego is in military family housing. The move to San Diego
required us to vacate approximately 2,800 military units that housed 60 percent of
our married marines. With only 527 military family housing units located aboard
MCAS Miramar, we entered into a regional housing alliance with the Navy to best
support our military families. Our partnership with Navy housing is highly valued,
but we must do more to obtain affordable family housing for our marines. San Diego
Navy housing currently maintains 9,039 military family housing units and
Miramar-based marine families occupy 1,148 of these units; our fair share based on
population. Roughly 18 percent of all marine families assigned to Miramar reside
in one of 52 military family housing areas located throughout San Diego County,
some over 30 miles from the base. The severe shortage of affordable rental units
within reasonable commuting distance of MCAS Miramar adversely impacts quality
of life and morale and is an indirect, albeit serious, threat to our readiness. With
the likely loss of some of the existing units under the domestic lease program, our
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family housing situation will get worse before it gets better. Marines who are pre-
occupied with high housing costs and making ends meet divert their main focus
from mission accomplishment. Even in peacetime, much of the work our young ma-
rines do is inherently dangerous and involves great responsibility. Concerns about
family safety and finances can impact the marine’s ability to concentrate on his day-
to-day mission.

Marine families who live on the local economy have seen their increases in hous-
ing allowances gobbled up by skyrocketing housing costs, energy costs, vehicle main-
tenance, and gasoline prices. Annual adjustments to housing allowances simply
can’t keep up with the booming San Diego economy and housing shortages. Finding
a rental unit is a real challenge in San Diego where the vacancy rate is less than
1 percent. Junior enlisted marines with families often opt to occupy quarters located
in high-crime areas because of the relative affordability of such neighborhoods.
Those marines who choose safer areas find that their housing allowance is dwarfed
by expensive rent. Typical rent in San Diego exceeds the junior marines’ housing
allowance by anywhere from 10 to 150 percent.

The Navy-Marine Corps team has a public-private venture working that will
begin to address the housing shortfall by providing 588 new homes, but with thou-
sands of families waiting on waiting lists for well over a year, we need to continue
these efforts and accelerate the timeline to produce more houses quicker.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate your interest and support. This concludes my state-
ment. I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.

Senator INHOFE. Sergeant, when I was out there it was so bad,
and I am sure you are aware, I think it should be in the record
that some of our enlisted personnel are actually living across the
border in Tijuana.

Sergeant LOTT. Yes, sir, that is a true fact. They still are, sir.

Senator INHOFE. They still are?

Sergeant LOTT. Yes, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Let us do 7-minute rounds here, because we are
going to try to conclude this on the half-hour so we can give almost
a full hour to the next group. So what I would like to do is just
ask some questions and have each one of you quickly respond, just
very briefly. Then the rest can be done in your written responses
for the record, because we want everything you have.

It is a very unique panel to have the range of officers and en-
listed personnel here. But the one thing you have in common, you
have been around for quite some time, so most of you were around
in the days of the gang latrines, which I was, too. In fact, mine was
back in the late 1950s. The latrine where I took basic training in
Fort Chafee—I mean, the barracks—was supposed to be torn down
in 1964. I went back last summer with a Guard unit and found it
was still up and still being used. I even found where I carved my
initials underneath it.

So although we have very few barracks that still have open bays
and gang latrines, many of the barracks that I have visited are de-
plorable: peeling paint, missing floor tiles, bad plumbing. I would
like to have each one of you tell us how you would rate the existing
barracks with those that you lived in and what is the direct benefit
of going to a one plus one standard.

We will start with Colonel Wright.

Colonel WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, we are ahead of the power curve
in one plus one. What really concerns me are the training barracks.
Those dollars are not flowing yet. It is the things you do not see.
You see a well-kept installation, grass cut; that is because we have
nearly 200 borrowed military manpower spaces that we get from
our III Corps folks on a 42-day period cycling. That is why the in-
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stallation looks so good, not because we only have three guys left
in grounds maintenance.

But the barracks themselves, it is the heating and air condi-
tioning system. Yes, when it rains you know it leaks. You need
heat and air year round, particularly in Oklahoma in the summer-
time. It is the plumbing system, which you have an example of
today, that is chronic leaks or backups, I would say.

So we are getting there in the barracks themselves. The soldiers
love them, the one plus one. They think it is the greatest thing we
could possibly have ever done for them.

Senator INHOFE. Very good.

Sergeant Webster.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, I agree with Colonel Wright in that the
one plus one barracks standard is the way to go. Soldiers tell me
that is exactly what they want, privacy. We still have four brigades
worth of soldiers living with gang latrines on Fort Hood. We have
plans to build buildings in the future, but they are not there yet.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Sergeant. The last time I was in
Fort Hood was during your tornado. Were you there at that time?

Sergeant WEBSTER. No, sir.

Senator INHOFE. About 2 years ago.

Sergeant WEBSTER. In Gerald, sir?

Senator INHOFE. Yes.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Yes, sir, I was down in First Cav Division.

Senator INHOFE. Captain Johnson.

Captain JOHNSON. Yes, sir. We are working—we are about half-
way in our progress to get to the one plus one standard. The Navy
feels that that is a good standard from the sailors. We are introduc-
ing a new initiative to bring the junior sailors off the ships. That
will increase our need for barracks by about 11 barracks. This is
a very expensive endeavor, but very important because they have
the worst living standard in all of DOD.

Senator INHOFE. All right. Chief Licursi.

Chief LicURSI. Yes, Senator, I concur with Captain Johnson.
What we are seeing in Navy Region Southwest is the same thing.
Our barracks range from the one plus one standard on the new
barracks in Naval Air Station Fallon, Nevada, to renovating rooms
that are at the two plus two standard. So there’s a wide range. We
would like to get some more consistency.

We are working hard at getting to one plus one, but we need
military construction funds to accomplish this on the time line that
is required. We also short about 13 barracks to help accommodate
also the need to move the sailors off the ships to shore.

The sailors love the one plus one barracks. They like the idea of
leaving the workplace, where they have a rough day, and going
back to a room where they can sit down and relax and have some
privacy.

Senator INHOFE. Colonel Yolitz.

Colonel YoLiTZ. Yes, sir. At Shaw Air Force Base, we have over
16 dorms, we have 5 that are already to the one plus one standard,
and the other ones are at the two plus two standard. Across the
Air Force, we were able to get rid of the gang latrines in fiscal year
1999, so we are very happy and pleased with that.
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We have a dorm master plan that has outlined deficit reduction
and then replacement of those dinosaur dorms and the Air Force
has this programmed out over the next several years.

Senator INHOFE. Sergeant Poliansky.

Sergeant POLIANSKY. I concur with my colleagues, on the one
plus one. We are headed in the right direction. At Andrews we
have 316 dormitory rooms that require complete furniture replace-
ment, with a budget of over $600,000 required to replace and up-
grade our curtains and furniture for our young airmen. We are
headed in the right direction.

We have two dormitories that are already converted to one plus
one, another one under construction, and we just need your support
on the furnishings and upgrading those other rooms.

Senator INHOFE. Colonel Phillips.

Colonel PHILLIPS. Sir, the Marine Corps is going to a two plus
zero configuration, with the permission of Congress. Even with
that, Camp Lejeune by itself has a 6,000 man space deficiency as
we try to transition to that.

Senator INHOFE. Sergeant Lott.

Sergeant LOTT. Mr. Chairman, Miramar is the only Marine
Corps base that has the one by one rooms, based on a lot of the
BRAC moneys that we received in our move. Initially the marines
loved the privacy, they loved being by themselves. After the novelty
wears off, they are lonely. They sit in their rooms sometimes and
they just wonder where their next buddy is because he is gone and
they have nobody to talk to. That was some of the concerns that
some of my marines have brought to my attention.

Also the fact one of them brought to my attention was a prisoner
has more space than he does.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Sergeant Lott.

The next question will be very brief. Recognizing that over 50
percent of our personnel are now married personnel, I would like
to have each one of you tell me the most common criticism of fam-
ily housing in your command, unless you have already covered it,
such as Sergeant Lott has.

Colonel WRIGHT. Sir, we are in pretty good shape. The answer
is there is not enough on the installation. Only one in five families
live on our installation. We have adequate housing downtown.
There will be no increase. They cannot wait to get on post, even
though Lawton is a great place to live.

But it is the 18- to 24-month period to get on post that is the
number one concern.

Senator INHOFE. Sergeant Webster.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, I would agree that the backlog of getting
into quarters is the biggest issue, along with renovation and up-
grade of the new quarters. At Fort Hood we are working with the
regimental Residential Community Initiative (RCI) to try and in-
crease the rate that we can repair, renovate, and build new hous-
ing at Fort Hood for our soldiers. We think that is the way to go
and a very positive impact for our soldiers much quicker.

Senator INHOFE. Captain Johnson.

Captain JOHNSON. Sir, for those who would like a Navy family
house in the Norfolk area, the most common complaint is the wait-
ing time to get that house.
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Chief LICURSI. Senator, the biggest complaint that I hear from
our sailors is the shortfall of about 5,000 family units that is re-
quired to meet the needs in San Diego, and also the waiting time.
The waiting time is anywhere from 18 to 36 months.

Senator INHOFE. Very good.

Colonel Yolitz.

Colonel YoLITZ. Senator, the biggest issue at Shaw Air Force
Base is basically the age, which drives the quality of the houses.
The houses were built in the early 1950s for a family of the 1950s,
not compatible with a family of the 21st century.

Sergeant POLIANSKY. The same here. I guess it is the size of the
homes for our senior NCOs. Living space is actually pretty
cramped. As you move from station to station you accumulate
items and furnishings. Your kids are growing up and you look at
more space and a more modern environment to live in.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

| golonel PHILLIPS. The homes, sir, are too small and they are too
old.

Senator INHOFE. My time has expired.

Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Looking at you and hearing you, I think of you as a choir. You
are all singing the same song. Master Sergeant Poliansky told us
about a sergeant who left the service. He was getting out; he was
not getting the tools that he needed for the job.

I have a question for you and would like brief comments on this.
My question has to do with the facilities at your base. I would like
to look at it in this way. Do the facilities at your base make the
young men and women in uniform who are assigned there, as well
as the civilians who work alongside them, feel that they are a part
of a first class organization?

Colonel WRIGHT. Senator Akaka, soldiers as well as civilians at
Fort Sill feel as though they are living and working in a C-1 Army,
however with C-3 facilities. It is the heating and air conditioning,
whether you are in your barracks or whether you are in your
admin space, in your offices. They see the plumbing problems that
we repair daily. With the downsizing, there is even more crunch on
it, because the attitude is, when are we going to get around to fix-
ing this stuff.

The backlog is just beyond all means. The sooner we get that re-
paired, the sooner the morale of both the civilians and the soldiers
themselves will improve.

Senator AKAKA. I know you have been stationed at Scofield. The
Quadrangle is still around.

Colonel WRIGHT. Yes, sir, the A Quad.

Senator AKAKA. Command Sergeant.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, Sergeant Major Webster. I would say the
answer to your question is yes and no. Those soldiers who are
working and living in the newer buildings do feel that they are in
first class organizations and are being supported. Those who do not
feel the opposite way.

We have a situation on Fort Hood where we have haves and
have-nots. When everybody is have-not and somebody gets some-
thing, people are pretty satisfied with that. But now that we have
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more haves than have-nots, it is a lot more aggravation and bother-
some for soldiers living and working with leaks, bad plumbing,
heating and air conditioning problems.

Senator AKAKA. Captain.

Captain JOHNSON. Yes, sir. As I stated earlier, we have a quality
of service message mismatch. Folks feel that the facilities they
work in are not up to the standards of the rest of their attitude
and the mission given to them. We talk about improving quality of
service, but the funding has not been there to improve the vast ma-
jority of the facilities.

Senator AKAKA. Chief.

Chief LicUrsl. Yes, sir, Senator Akaka. I would have to say that
the sailors do not and the employees do not consistently feel that
they belong to a first class organization in those facilities that they
work in that are deteriorating.

A primary example is Naval Air Facility El Centro. We have
1940-vintage hangars that we are trying to repair high-stakes tac-
tical aircraft in and the aircraft do not fit in the hangars, and it
exposes our sailors that are doing the maintenance to the elements
in the summertime in excess of 115 degrees, which is a personnel
and safety hazard and material hazard.

When you work in those types of conditions, the sailors wonder,
am I important enough. The question comes about, would Boeing
treat their employees like this? I have to say it is not consistent
and not everybody thinks it is a first class organization.

Senator AKAKA. Colonel.

Colonel YoLITZ. Senator Akaka, I agree with Sergeant Major
Webster, yes and no to that question. We have folks who are privi-
leged to be in a new facility. Our Security Forces Squadron is very
happy to be in a new facility, recently constructed. But they were
in a facility that we just tore down. They used to call it “the crack
house,” to put a face on the condition that they lived in.

There are other folks who are waiting for a facility, a place com-
mensurate with our force modern, particularly our fighter squad-
ron, aircraft maintenance units, where they are cramped in, hot,
deplorable living conditions. They are the have-nots and they would
not categorize themselves as being a member of a first class organi-
zation.

Senator AKAKA. Chief.

Chief LICURSI. Senator, I concur with my colleagues. Our people
are frustrated, but they are dedicated and they try to do their best
with the limited resources they have. If you provide us additional
resources, we could go ahead and improve their job satisfaction and
they could stand up a little prouder and a little taller.

Senator AKAKA. Colonel.

Colonel PHILLIPS. Sir, I currently have facilities where I have a
communications electronics battalion working in facilities that have
no heads with running water. I have 19 battalion-sized armories
without heating or air conditioning, very expensive weapons sys-
tems in those areas. Our previous commanding general claimed to
be the biggest slumlord in the county. That is the kind of facilities
we live in.
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So the answer, sir, is yes and no, mostly no. But when we
through military construction provide new facilities, then it be-
comes first class.

Senator AKAKA. Sergeant Major.

Sergeant LOTT. Sir, the marines have done so much with so little
for so long, it becomes commonplace. Like my general says, we just
put some lipstick on that to make it work.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you.

The question was asked about one plus one barracks and the an-
swers have been that we are heading in the right direction, they
love it, that is the way to go, it is a good standard. All answers
were for that.

My question is should we stick with the one plus one standard
or consider something not quite as nice that would allow us to get
more barracks faster? I understand that the Army and Air Force
are moving fast on it, the Navy and Marine Corps are not. So are
there other factors besides the one plus one barracks?

Colonel WRIGHT. Sir, I would have to remind you that Fort Sill
is ahead of the game, but the Army itself will not build out this
one plus one until 2008 with the current funding stream. Senator,
we did exactly what you are talking about. There are 3,000-plus
barracks we have at Fort Sill or soon to have, all but 500 of them
are renovations. We have determined we could do it faster, just a
little bit cheaper. But the other thing is, preserve some of our his-
toric structures on the installation. So we have done that very ef-
fectively at Fort Sill.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, I would encourage you not to build faster
with less. I believe the soldiers deserve to have the one plus one,
and if it takes just a little bit longer then we will have to do with
that. But I think if we build less now we will pay for it down the
line in retention of soldiers. I think they will look at that as a loss
of faith and one more time that we have been given the short end
of the stick, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Let me interrupt and say, I think it is a very
good answer. As the rest of you answer, you might say whether you
agree with Sergeant Webster.

Colonel WRIGHT. Yes, sir, absolutely. It is the best thing we have
done. The space is minimal. We may change the standard design
just somewhat depending on the geographical area, but the soldiers
really enjoy those. I think it is a great retention as well as recruit-
ing tool to see what the current soldiers live in.

Captain JOHNSON. Sir, the Navy supports the one plus one
standard and feels it is very good for retention and for recruitment.
However, we are looking at a two plus one standard similar to the
Marine Corps, with the idea being that we can accommodate and
improve the lifestyle for more sailors faster with the amount of
money we are being given. The intention in the future is to
download those two plus zero to a one plus zero standard, so even-
tually a person would have the privacy of his own room. However,
the two plus zero is viewed as the way to get out of the gang heads
faster and improve the quality of life for more people faster.

In addition, we are introducing the concept of bringing the junior
sailors off of the ships in home port. This increases the amount of
barracks we need to build. So if you look at the amount of money
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we are being given, in trying to improve life for more people faster
we need a two plus zero standard as an interim.

Senator INHOFE. Yes?

Chief LicUursl. Yes, sir, Senator. I agree with Captain Johnson
and I agree with the one plus zero standard. The Navy has made
an expectation in the minds of the sailors that this is the quality
of life we are going to provide for you as a recruitment tool and
as a retention tool, and in order to do that we need to keep that
promise and we need to ensure that we maintain and continue
MILCON funding to make that happen.

In San Diego, it will be right on the time line of the required pe-
riod to make that commitment if we continue to stay on track with
funding for our MILCON.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

Colonel YoLITZ. Sergeant Major Webster is right. Do it right the
first time.

Sergeant POLIANSKY. I concur.

Colonel PHILLIPS. Sir, the Marine Corps has a permanent waiver
to go to the two by zero standard. That helps to defer some of the
cost of the one by zero standard.

Sergeant LOTT. I concur.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you so much for your responses.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, Senator Nelson.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR E. BENJAMIN NELSON

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to com-
mend you for bringing together a panel with diverse experiences,
but similar conclusions based on their observations and their expe-
riences.

We want to see the military be a family- and personnel-friendly
institution, each branch of it. If you were to rank right now on a
scale of 1 to 10 how family-friendly it is or is not, could you give
me some idea of that, 10 being the best and 1 being the lowest?

Colonel WRIGHT. Sir, I am going to give a two-part answer. Every
installation would be different because it depends on how often
they deploy and the type of unit that is on that Army installation.
Fort Sill, I would rank it in the two to three category, because we
are predominantly a training base. Even though we have 5,000 sol-
diers that are ready to deploy, the family support network is there.
They know the facilities are in good shape when they return.

So it really would depend on the unit and if they may or may
not be deploying.

Senator BEN NELSON. It might include also the benefits, whether
there are child care facilities available and how those are funded
or to what extent they are in the process of being provided.

Colonel WRIGHT. Yes, sir. We are very fortunate at Fort Sill. Our
child care center is about 5 years old. We are very happy with that.
However, of course, it could not accommodate all 19,000 families,
so a goodly number do go downtown. But those who live on the in-
stallation, as well as some bring them on the way to work.

As we have more and more single parents with children, that is
the priority right now at our child care centers, our single parent
soldiers and then dependents of soldiers married to soldiers.
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Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, I am not sure that I can give you an ac-
curate 1 to 10 rating.

Senator BEN NELSON. Your feeling.

Sergeant WEBSTER. But I guess a five, going down. We have, like
I said, a split base of great facilities versus very old and not good
facilities. That goes along with some of our support elements.
There is never enough child care. We have a lot more married mili-
tary soldiers, married to each other, and working folks that need
family care than we used to. But we do what we can with what we
have.

I think that there is a dedicated group of people that are trying
to do what they can to make it a user-friendly and very family-
friendly and soldier-friendly environment. But we need more re-
sources to make that better.

Captain JOHNSON. Sir, I would rank the Navy as about a seven
in reference to a family-friendly environment. Concerns for the
family are right at the top and they permeate just about every
facet of the decisionmaking process: family support centers, hous-
ing, child care centers, medical clinics. Everybody is focusing on the
families, because if you can recruit the family you can retain the
member. Very important.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Chief LICURSI. Senator, I would say that in Navy Region South-
west our family support facilities in operations are probably a
seven and going up. Our biggest shortfall is in child care. We are
a deployable force. We are a ship work force. Our child care cen-
ters, one, we do not have enough of them to provide the child care;
two, they are not open 24 hours. Our sailors work 24 hours.

So where I would say the improvement would have to be is in
child care and the availability to provide that service 24 hours a
day for those that need it. We are open from early morning to early
evening, but those sailors that work late night hours do not have
facilities available.

Senator BEN NELSON. They are easily forgotten when others are
sleeping, right?

Chief Licursi. Often, sir.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Colonel.

Colonel YoLiTz. Sir, at Shaw Air Force Base I score the base
probably at seven and rising, going higher. But each installation is
different. At Shaw we live, we work, we deploy, we fight together
as a team. It may not be a specific function of the facilities that
are available, but it is a function of the programs.

At Shaw we are blessed with a world class child development
center and award-winning teen and youth programs that really
help our young kids and that put our families and parents at ease
a bit. I think that is probably as important as buildings and facili-
ties.

Senator BEN NELSON. No doubt.

Sergeant.

Sergeant POLIANSKY. The Air Force enlists individuals, but tries
to retain families. I have my wife here with me today. Child care
seems to be a major theme. At Andrews we had a roof collapse at
one of our child development centers because of some oversight in
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construction. It is being renovated. Additionally, we have a new
one that is being constructed.

The family support network programs are available. Because al-
most one-third of our 3,500 enlisted members are in some sort of
deployable billet, a lot more support is required, for those family
members that are left behind. So I think I would rate it maybe
about a five, but we are trying to improve those things because we
retain families. Without family support you would not see people
like me here today after 22 years.

Senator BEN NELSON. I appreciate that.

Colonel.

Colonel PHILLIPS. Sir, in terms of child development centers,
which we have under construction now, and family services, I
might be tempted to rate that as a seven. But then if I focus strict-
ly on family housing, that is clearly a two.

Senator BEN NELSON. It brings it back down?

Colonel PHILLIPS. Yes, sir.

Sergeant LOTT. Sir, in San Diego I would not give family housing
that high. That is how bad our situation is. Child development cen-
ters, just like the colleagues here say, they should be open 24
hours, they need to be open 24 hours. Other than that, marine fam-
ilies, where we control, it is very high, sir.

Senator BEN NELSON. With regard to not being open 24 hours,
is that a function of lack of budget or is it a function of just it has
not been established yet and it could be? Because I assume part
of this could be—you do not have to add facilities, it is a matter
of having the personnel and the programs in place. Do you have
any thoughts about what it would take to make it family-friendly
for 24 hours? Somebody has to work at night?

Chief LIcURSI. Senator, I would have to say that it has to do with
funding and the lack of qualified personnel. The Navy has pretty
much been the benchmark now for child development centers, be-
cause we are not just a child care center, we are a child develop-
ment center, and there is a lot of training that goes in to meet that
commitment and job.

Without the personnel to do that, we are not capable of doing
that. So of course, the more personnel you hire, the higher the ex-
pense becomes, and there is a funding cost that is involved with
it.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Colonel WRIGHT. Senator, as I answer your question—I must
have been around the artillery for too long—I would like to reverse
my scoring. Our facilities would be a 7 or 8 with 10 being high. We
are not 24 hours open. We do not have a lot of shift work. What
we have done is expand the hours, because our drill sergeants come
to work at 4:30, 5:00 in the morning and stay rather late. We can
accommodate that, but if we had additional funding we certainly
would consider a 24-hour operation.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, if I could add, additionally if you open
that facility 24 hours you are going to run into a maintenance
problem. So you have to build more facilities. You may not have to
build one for one, but you have to have down time to maintain the
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facility, to keep it clean, as it has to be for child care. So it is not
just a matter of funding for hiring personnel.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

We were trying to end this panel on the half hour and we did
not quite make it. I had one question I wanted to ask just the offi-
cers who are here. That is, in light of the skyrocketing costs of nat-
ural gas and electricity, what have you had to do creatively to off-
set that cost? Just the officers, very briefly.

Colonel WRIGHT. Sir, normally in Oklahoma gas is relatively
cheap. We have seen up to this point this fiscal year the price of
gas has gone up 72 percent. The rate of consumption on gas has
gone up 24 percent. The good news is electricity is only a fraction
of that, I think a 4 and an 8 percent in consumption, because we
had a cold November-December.

Where is the money coming from? The utility account is broke
right now, the end of February. We are having to move funds,
other SRM funds that we would normally get the remainder of the
year, to cover that account. We project a $2 to $4 million shortfall
for the remainder of the year.

Captain JOHNSON. Sir, the facilities we service are supported by
the public works center, which is a Navy working capital fund ac-
tivity. That means we operate as a business and we can actually
run a deficit against the corpus. Therefore, this year we are doing
okay with utilities costs. We are absorbing the loss. However, the
Navy will decide whether or not those losses will be recovered next
year or several years. I do not yet know the answer. But this is en-
abling us to absorb the 30 percent increase that we are absorbing.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, Colonel.

Colonel YoLITZ. Sir, at Shaw on the east coast we have seen an
approximately 8 to 10 percent increase in costs overall, based on
two things, cost of energy and consumption, because of the colder
winter we have had. But I do have colleagues in Texas and on the
west coast that have seen prices, particularly for the month of De-
cember, up 200 percent. Basically, all that is going to end up fall-
ing short some time in the May time frame as far as utilities are
concerned.

Senator INHOFE. Colonel.

Colonel PHILLIPS. We are running a deficit of about $4 million.
Natural gas price has doubled. Electricity went up approximately
6 percent. It appears that headquarters Marine Corps will be able
to cover that. If they cannot, then it comes out of the base operat-
ing support and/or my managing real property dollars.

Senator INHOFE. We are going to the next panel. I would like the
rest of my questions submitted for the record. One of them I will
be interested in is to have each one of you identify and describe
what you consider to be the most critical issue in your command.

[The information referred to follows:]

Sergeant WEBSTER. I consider our Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization
(SRM) program; formerly known as Real Property Maintenance Program (RPM),
and the Residential Community Initiative to be key to solving our aging infrastruc-
ture and facility problems, because they provide a total package. Of the two, I con-
sider our SRM program to be the most critical issue in my command because it di-

rectly impacts the ability of our soldiers to perform their mission. At Fort Hood, we
have a comprehensive SRM program that includes repairs, preventive maintenance,
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and the life cycle replacement of components. The Army’s Installation Status Report
(ISR) assesses facilities against DA condition standards or each type of facility.
“Red” facilities are described as dysfunctional and in overall poor condition. We cur-
rently have 383 “Red” facilities at Fort Hood. Of the 44 barracks ISR.

Our fiscal year 2001 SRM requirement at Fort Hood is estimated to be about 200
million to bring facilities to “Green” standard. The current funding level of $16.4
million basically limits efforts to Priority 1 repairs. Priority 1 repairs include health
protection, safety, security, or the prevention of property damage. Examples include
gas leaks, sewage backups, heat, air-conditioning, and power failures. Since the
SRM focus must be, by necessity, on Priority 1 items, those items that soldiers see
on a daily basis end up on the backlog. Let me give you a few examples.

When we look at where soldiers work, several items are readily apparent. The av-
erage life expectancy for a roof is 15 years. Lack of funds drives the decision to
“patch” rather than replace. With an average cost of $59,000 per roof, Fort Hood
should be spending nearly $9 million per year on roof replacements for the 2,272
non-housing buildings. For the past 5 years, we could afford only $800,000-$1 mil-
lion. Our backlog on roofs alone is $124 million. Maintenance shop bay doors and
bay lights are prime examples of the impact of deferred maintenance on the instal-
lation’s ability to perform its mission. Over 160 bay doors currently need repair or
replacement. More than 1,300 bay lights are inoperable. A recent inspection of 194
hangar doors at the two airfields revealed that 104 need repair immediately.

When we look at where soldiers live, there are different, but equally important
issues. For example, over 5,000 locks in barracks need repair or replacement today.
Excessive wear without replacement means the same key opens multiple doors and
soldiers’ safety and security are compromised.

When we take an even larger view of things that the average soldier doesn’t con-
sider until there is a catastrophic failure somewhere, other issues become apparent.
A large portion of our water lines, waste water lines, and gas lines is part of the
original distribution systems for Fort Hood and is more than 50 years old. With a
40- to 50-year life expectancy, these systems are deteriorated and failing frequently.
Fort Hood repaired four water line breaks for 10-16 inch water lines in just 1 week
this year. Annual replacement investment requirements exceed $5 million for these
items alone.

We're charged with being good stewards of the resources we are given. We have
new facilities throughout the installation. Regardless of the type or age of a facility,
in the long run we have to spend more on major repairs because all the small prob-
lems have compounded. If we are resourced to properly maintain them they will be
around and be used for years to come and will, over the life of our facilities, save
the taxpayers money.

Senator INHOFE. Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Just if I can get a yes or no answer from you.
The question is whether you think most military families want to
live off base if out of pocket cost is comparable to living on base?

Colonel WRIGHT. Sir, they want to live on base almost across the
Army, I believe, because of the security, the atmosphere, not just
the shortened distance to work, even if costs are equal.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you.

Sergeant WEBSTER. Sir, on base.

Captain JOHNSON. Sir, that largely depends on the location. In
Hampton Roads, I think that most folks would prefer to be off base.
There are some that want to be on base.

Chief Licursl. Sir, in Navy Region Southwest, because of the
cost of living, with the rising utilities, gas prices, natural gas prices
and everything else combined with this, the locations of the homes
and the distance people have to travel, the majority of the sailors
would like to live in military housing.

Colonel YoLITZ. Again, it is location-dependent. Most folks that
do want to live on base live on base for the sense of community,
with shared experiences and hardships. They survive better as a
team.
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Sergeant POLIANSKY. I agree. They prefer to live on base. De-
pending on where you are at, the commute to work is quite awe-
some and plays on readiness a bit.

b Colonel PHILLIPS. Clearly, on base, sir. But 77 percent live off
ase.

Sergeant LOTT. Sir, in California, with conditions as they are, 1
concur with Master Chief Licursi on base.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you for your responses.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you. We will dismiss this panel now. We
appreciate your time very much.

We would ask the Reserve and Guard component panel to come
forward. [Pause.]

We welcome you here. You heard the format from the previous
panel, so I would like to have you follow the same thing. We would
like to get through your opening statements in 3 minutes.

We will start with you, Colonel, if you would give us your open-
ing statement. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF COL. DAVID C. SMITH, ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD, CHIEF OF THE ARMY NATIONAL GUARD DIVISION
FOR INSTALLATION, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU,
WASHINGTON, DC

Colonel SMITH. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee: I am Col. David Smith, Chief of Installations, Army Na-
tional Guard, and I welcome the opportunity to appear before the
subcommittee to speak about Army National Guard facilities. I am
responsible for an infrastructure with a plant replacement value of
over $23 billion. The Army National Guard has over 21,000 facili-
ties, more than 81 million square feet, that receive Federal funds
for their operations and maintenance. These facilities support over
350,000 members of the Army National Guard, over 2,000 federally
reimbursed State employees who operate and maintain the facili-
ties, over 3 million man-days of use by other Department of De-
fense components, and citizens in over 2,700 communities in which
the Army National Guard facilities are located.

Your Guard is manned with higher quality soldiers, trained and
equipped to a higher degree of readiness, than ever before in its
360-year history. Our military construction program has a direct
impact on our training and operational capabilities. Currently the
Army National Guard facilities do not meet unit or Army stand-
ards. According to the Army’s installation status report, the Army
National Guard has a facility deficit of over $19 billion and real
property maintenance backlog of $6.8 billion. 40 percent of the
States are C—4 for facility quantity and 67 percent of the States are
C—4 for facility quality. C—4 means that these facilities have major
deficiencies that impair the mission performance of our units.

We are thankful for your generous support. The extra half billion
dollars Congress provided in the last 3 years have helped the revi-
talization of the Army National Guard. Infrastructure requires con-
stant reinvestment. Our annual reoccurring military construction
requirements alone are in excess of $600 million. Annual reoccur-
fing real property maintenance requirements approach $400 mil-
ion.
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The Army National Guard needs about a billion dollars annually.
Because of a lack of investment funds, the infrastructure of the
Army National Guard is starved, as the installation status report
indicates.

I thank the subcommittee for their support and their interest in
our facilities and will be happy to address any issues that the sub-
committee might have.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Smith follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY COL. DAVID SMITH, ARNG

Mr. Chairman and members of this Subcommittee, I am Col. David Smith, Chief
of Installations, Army National Guard and I welcome the opportunity to appear be-
fore this subcommittee to speak about Army National Guard facilities.

I am responsible for an infrastructure with a plant replacement value of over $23
billion. The Army National Guard has over 21,000 facilities, with more than 81 mil-
lion square feet, that receive Federal funds for their operations and maintenance.
These facilities support over 350,000 members of the Army National Guard, over
2,000 federally reimbursed State employees who operate and maintain the facilities,
over 3 million mandays of use by other Department of Defense components, and citi-
zensdin the over 2,700 communities in which Army National Guard facilities are lo-
cated.

Today, the Army National Guard has taken on new responsibilities. Your Guard
is now manned with higher quality soldiers, who are trained and equipped to a
higher degree of readiness than ever before in its over 360 year history. Our
MILCON program has a direct impact on our training and operational capabilities.

We have an obligation to provide adequate, safe, and cost efficient facilities to
support our personnel and units throughout the Nation, but we are struggling to
do so. For example, a recent note from the Maine Construction and Facilities Man-
agement officer spoke of recent meeting of the Maine Facilities Board:

“We agreed that one of our prioritization criteria should be the impact on
the drilling Guard soldier. The shame of even being seen in such a facility,
let alone function, affects his or her ability to learn and maintain a military
occupational skill. Lack of respect for an organization that can’t even keep
its infrastructure sound affects the retention of those soldiers trying to
maintain proficiency and certainly makes recruiting a greater challenge
than it should be.”

Currently, Army National Guard facilities do not meet unit needs or Army stand-
ards. According to the Army’s Installations Status Report, the Army National Guard
has a facility deficit of $19 billion and real property maintenance backlog of $6.8
billion. Forty percent of the States are C—4, Red, for facility quantity, and 67 per-
cent of the States are C—4 for facility quality. This means that they have major defi-
ciencies that significantly impair the mission performance of the units assigned
there.

We certainly realize that we are not alone in the challenge to do the best we can
within the DOD budget. We are part of the Army Facility Strategy, which, for the
Army National Guard, currently emphasizes readiness centers, surface maintenance
facilities, and classrooms.

Furthermore, we are very thankful for your generous support. The half billion dol-
lars extra Congress has provided in the last 3 years have certainly helped the revi-
talization of the Army National Guard. Yet as large a sum of money as this is, it
is literally a drop in the bucket. Infrastructure requires constant reinvestment. Our
annual recurring MILCON requirements alone are in excess of $600 million. The
annual recurring Real Property Maintenance requirements approach $400 million.
In othlelr words, just the Army National Guard alone needs about a billion dollars
annually.

We don’t see ourselves as unique. Prudent facilities management is prudent facili-
ties management no matter which component of the Defense Department we are
talking about—or which agency of government at whatever level. Nonetheless, the
Army National Guard is different, because the States either own our real property
or operate it under a license from the Corps of Engineers or under a lease. The
Army National Guard facilities program is a grant program, and the States manage
it from the Military Department and are responsible for a far-flung operation, not
one in a compact, concentrated area.

Because of a lack of investment funds, the infrastructure of the Army National
Guard is in crisis, as the Installations Status Report numbers indicate. To show the
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extent of the crisis, I would like to conclude with an extract from a typical note I
received recently, this one from the Mississippi Construction and Facilities Manage-
ment Officer:

“I sat in the Camp Shelby Engineers weekly staff meeting last week with
all my department heads, roads and grounds, resources, mechanical, etc.
and the one issue that was directed to me more than anything was the
issue of resources, “Did I see any hope of increases?” on the horizon. . . .
They are proud of Camp Shelby and the work they do but are tired of hear-
ing that “more with less” rhetoric. Tightening up is one thing, starving the
dog is another and this dog is starved. At this same meeting the staff re-
ported over 1,000 outstanding work orders for this particular week. The me-
chanical/building supervisor had just received a boiler inspection from the
state and laid (in addition to this previous 1,000 work orders) an additional
130+ work orders to boilers and hot water heaters alone from one simple
and narrowly confined safety inspection. The meeting began with 1,000 out-
standing work orders and when I left had 1,130. Just another day of crisis
management at a large training site.”

I thank the subcommittee for the your support for our facilities’ progress, and I
will be happy to address any issues that the subcommittee might have.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.
Captain LoFaso.

STATEMENT OF CAPT. JOSEPH M. LoFASO, U.S. NAVY, DEPUTY
CHIEF OF STAFF FOR SHORE INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT,
COMMANDER, NAVAL RESERVE FORCES, NEW ORLEANS,
LOUISIANA

Captain LOFASoO. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, members of the sub-
committee, I am Capt. Joe LoFaso and I am the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Shore Installation Management for the Commander,
Naval Reserve Force. We are headquartered out of New Orleans,
Louisiana. I want to thank you for giving me to opportunity to talk
with you today about our Reserve Force infrastructure and discuss
some of the challenges and a few successes that we have had.

I want to particularly thank Congress. This year the Naval Re-
serve Force had a $12 million military construction budget. I feel
like the poor guy here because compared to others, they are a much
larger infrastructure. But Congress gave us an additional $44 mil-
lion. So we almost quadrupled our military construction budget.
That is pretty typical of the support we have received for many
years, but this was a larger than normal donation, which we have
gratefully received.

I would like to discuss very generally a few areas of concern—
sustainment, restoration, and modernization (SRM), formerly called
real property maintenance. You have heard from many of the oth-
ers here. We share the same concerns. We have military installa-
tions with permanent military members that support our drilling
reservists throughout the United States, so we share the similar
quality of service, quality of life, and operational concerns for our
squadrons and personnel that are stationed throughout the Reserve
Forces, naval air stations, particularly in joint Reserve bases.

The average age of those facilities is about 42 years old, so that
is about typical. We only have 1,200 Navy structures throughout
the Naval Reserve Force and that is about less than half of what
I think Fort Sill has. So you can see we are not real big.

In addition to the SRM shortfalls, though, which we see at the
same level as the active component, we also have to pay the other
bills that help run a base, whether it is the utilities, the security
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forces, of course your child care centers. All those have been se-
verely undercut over the years as a result of, of course, downsizings
that have taken place.

We have of course participated with various outsourcing, privat-
ization, regionalization, claimant consolidation, and all the other
buzzwords that you have probably heard from the Navy, in order
to try to become more efficient and cost effective.

In addition, a big part of our infrastructure, an important part
of our infrastructure, is information technology. I think that is kind
of an anomaly perhaps that you might be interested in hearing, be-
cause when you consider the widespread nature throughout the en-
tire United States of the drilling reservists, how well we stay tuned
in to those reservists and serve them, it is a quality of life issue
as well as an operational issue for us to be able to get together
with them, stay connected with them, pay them, as well as provide
the orders and be able to stay in contact with them.

So I think that is a part that we have been trying to work very
diligently on for quite some time, and dealing with the 20-year-old
DOS technology out there that now needs to be brought up to the
21st century. That is a part of infrastructure that I think is very
critical to us.

Joint use facilities. I would like to talk about some successes. I
think joint probably serves the Reserve components perhaps better
than any other components, in my opinion. In many cases we try
to take advantage of that, and we have already joint Reserve cen-
ters by the definition with the Marine Corps. In many of our places
we are joined with the Marine Corps. But of course we are seeking
other opportunities wherever they are available with the other
services and already in fact enjoy opportunities where we share fa-
cilities with them already throughout the United States. More can
be done there.

Finally, I would like to talk about family housing very quickly.
You would not think about that with the Reserves, but again we
are enjoying a public-private venture in the New Orleans area. For
us that is our largest housing area, so I just wanted to mention
that. We will double our houses. Once again, of the $23 million the
Navy is sharing in that venture, $17 million of that was a congres-
sional add. Again, the sailors and marines of that area of course
appreciate the quality of life increase there.

In summary, the Navy’s ability today to tap into the Reserve
Force is the reward of the prudent investment in the Naval Re-
serve people, equipment, its IT facilities, and training.

I want to thank you for allowing me the opportunity to speak to
the subcommittee on this important issue.

[The prepared statement of Captain LoFaso follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY CAPT. JOSEPH LOFAso, USN

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am Capt. Joe LoFaso, Deputy
Chief of Staff for Shore Installation Management for the Commander, Naval Re-
serve Force, New Orleans, Louisiana. Thank you very much for giving me the oppor-
tunity today to talk to you about our Naval Reserve infrastructure and discuss some
of the challenges and successes we are experiencing today force-wide. I have pre-
pared a handout for distribution to you and the other members that gives you a gen-
eral overview of the size and composition of the Reserve infrastructure. I do not in-
tend to discuss that general information with you today, but wish to spend my short
time highlighting for the subcommittee some specific areas that are challenging the
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Naval Reserve’s ability to provide our customers and sailors with the quality-of-serv-
ice workplace that they expect and deserve while serving our great Nation.

The Naval Reserve, since its inception 86 years ago, has evolved into a battle-test-
ed and skilled Naval Reserve Force that is the envy of the world. We are an integral
part of today’s Navy, but to continue providing service to the fleet we need the capa-
bility to properly administer and train our people, and to maintain and safely oper-
ate our equipment. Infrastructure is one of many vital components of that capabil-
ity. Let me discuss very generally a few areas of concern we have in our attempts
to maintain an aging infrastructure.

INFRASTRUCTURE CHALLENGES

RPM. At the end of fiscal year 2000, the Naval Reserve owned 1,280 structures
with an average age of 42 years. The overall general readiness condition of our fa-
cilities is C-3. The corresponding Critical Backlog of Maintenance and Repair
(BMAR), which has gradually increased over the past decade, is estimated to reach
$296 million by the end of fiscal year 2007. The Navy has determined that an RPM
investment of at least 2 percent of Plant Replacement Value (PRV) would be re-
quired to provide adequate levels of facility maintenance. Over the FYDP, the Naval
Reserve is funded at about 1.5 percent of PRV per year. Without additional funding,
we cannot stop the continued growth in our critical backlog.

OBOS. During the past decade of downsizing, the Naval Reserve has fully partici-
pated in Navy’s various outsourcing, privatization, regionalization, and claimancy
consolidation initiatives designed to reduce the ownership costs of maintaining our
Reserve infrastructure. We feel we have made great strides in running our installa-
tions in a most efficient and cost effective manner.

Information Technology Infrastructure. The Naval Reserve, an organization
of more than 88,000 ‘citizen sailors’ based across the country and deployed world-
wide, is encumbered by an IT infrastructure based largely on 20-year-old DOS tech-
nology and methods. These antiquated systems are a barrier to conducting the orga-
nization’s necessary day-to-day business and to meet fleet support requirements.
The Naval Reserve’s IT budget has been, and is inadequate today to support the
maintenance of current legacy systems and to modernize and upgrade critical man-
power, personnel, and training systems. Additional dedicated investment in O&MN
funds is needed to enable the Naval Reserve to jump-start its IT modernization
process and to maintain current operations.

Demolition. As Navy continues to reduce infrastructure and reduce costs, demol-
ishing excess facilities has been emphasized as a way to reduce our maintenance
footprint. In fiscal year 1996, Navy centralized demolition requirements into a sepa-
rate program to more effectively focus O&MN resources, and in fiscal year 1999 cre-
ated a separate Naval Reserve demolition program with initial funding of $1 million
per year across the FYDP. We will continue to pursue this program as an excellent
means of eliminating obsolete facilities.

There are many success stories we could talk about over the past few years that
have improved the overall condition of our facilities and enhanced morale among our
sailors. I'd like to highlight two relatively new initiatives which are economically
smart, and which also improve the way we do business.

INFRASTRUCTURE SUCCESSES

Joint-use Facilities. We fully support the Joint-use Reserve facilities concept.
DOD directive 1225.7 tasks the services to participate in a Joint Service Reserve
Component Facility Board to ensure maximum practical joint construction in each
state. The initial result of this effort has been the joining of the Naval Reserve and
Marine Corps Reserve with the Army and Army National Guard in a joint common-
use facility located in Orlando, Florida. Construction has begun this fiscal year with
full cooperation among all participating Reserve components. A second joint venture
is the Armed Forces Reserve Center, NAS JRB New Orleans with construction con-
tract award for Phase I scheduled later this year.

Family Housing. We fully support continued use of the Military Housing Privat-
ization initiative. The Fiscal Year 1996 Defense Authorization Act established the
Military Housing Privatization Initiative authorizing DOD to create partnerships
with the private sector to revitalize existing family housing and/or build new mili-
tary housing. The expectation is that Public/Private Venture (PPV) would enable
Navy to meet housing requirements faster and at a lower cost, than from traditional
construction of Navy-owned properties. In the New Orleans area, we have a very
successful example of the value of PPV. Using the leveraging power of PPV, we are
able to renovate 416 existing units, and construct an estimated 500 new units. The
project is in the final stages of exclusive negotiations. We anticipate congressional
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notification and award of this project this spring. Continued use of this program will
help us provide our sailors the quality-of-service they deserve.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, Navy’s ability today to tap into its Reserve Force is
the reward of prudent investment in Naval Reserve people, equipment, IT, facilities,
and training. However, as my active duty counterpart notes in his testimony, more
funds will be needed to support the challenged Reserve programs I have just out-
lined so that we will be able to continue to provide essential day-to-day peacetime
support to the fleet and preserve the capability to surge convincingly in time of war.
Thank you again for allowing me the opportunity to speak to the subcommittee on
this important issue.

I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Captain.
Colonel Dunkelberger.

STATEMENT OF COL. JAMES W. DUNKELBERGER, U.S. ARMY
RESERVE, U.S. ARMY RESERVE ENGINEER, OFFICE OF THE
CHIEF OF ARMY RESERVE, HEADQUARTERS, WASHINGTON,
DC

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Akaka. Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to testify today
on behalf of the thousands of men and women serving today in
Xour Army Reserve, a ready, relevant, and essential part of the

rmy.

I am Col. James Dunkelberger, the Army Reserve Engineer. My
community sustains two of the Army’s major installations and 12
regional support commands with 45 million square feet of build-
ings. These regional commands function as virtual installations,
with facilities in 1,300 communities across all 50 States, most U.S.
territories, and in Europe.

My mission is to support readiness by providing and maintaining
facilities in which Army Reserve units and soldiers are trained and
of which they may be justifiably proud. Like the other services, we
face the same facilities challenges, but in a little different setting.

Our primary facilities, the Army Reserve centers, are prominent
symbols of the Army on “Main Street America.” They often create
the very first impression of the entire Army and present a perma-
nent billboard for all Americans to see. Imagine, if you will, the im-
pression that poorly maintained and seriously outmoded facilities
leave on young men and women considering the military, on their
mothers and fathers, on their neighbors in the community, and on
the American taxpayer. Sad but true, this is the case today all
across our Nation.

These factors alone provide a compelling reason for focused facil-
ity support. For today’s Army Reserve soldiers, the impacts of poor
facility conditions are even more acute. Overcrowded, inadequate,
and poorly maintained facilities seriously degrade our ability to
train and sustain units and decay soldier morale and esprit de
corps.

This has grown significantly worse over time. For 8 of the past
10 years, we have been functioning on less than 40 percent of the
required funding to sustain existing facilities and we are construct-
ing on average only five to six new facilities per year, with 28 per-
cent of the required funding. Couple these facts with the advancing
age of the inventory, greater mission demand, and a shifting popu-
lation; it is easy to see that we are in a facilities death spiral with-
out immediate help.
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Most of our facilities are 1950s-era structures that remain vir-
tually the same as when they were constructed. They are sorely in
need of modernization or, as in most cases, replacement.

Our theme is “building pride.” We try to do so primarily through
major maintenance and repair projects, a new program called Full
Facility Revitalization, similar to the Army’s whole barracks re-
newal program, and to a small degree new military construction.
We are “building pride” at the rate of six or eight centers at a time,
but it is not enough. We have developed an overall strategy to mod-
ernize our facilities by 2025, which is in concert with the Army’s
facility strategy. Resources are the essential but elusive key to suc-
f)ess. Our soldiers, who we proclaim as twice the citizen, deserve

etter.

We appreciate all your help in building Army Reserve pride.
Thank you very much for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Dunkelberger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY COL. JAMES W. DUNKELBERGER, USAR

Good morning Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of more than 360,000 men and
women serving today in your Army Reserve—a ready, relevant, and essential part
of THE ARMY.

I'm Col. James Dunkelberger, the Army Reserve Engineer. I represent the Army
Reserve installation community that proudly sustains 2 of the Army’s major instal-
lations and 12 regional support commands. These regional commands function as
“virtual installations” with facilities in 1,300 communities across all 50 States, most
U.S. territories, and in Europe.

On any given day some 2,200 Army Reserve soldiers are engaged around the
world in support of the Army or one of our warfighting commands. In fiscal year
2000, this amounted to about 3%2 million man-days of support from your Army Re-
serve. That’s equivalent to an active division, plus some.

The Army Reserve brings tens of thousands of professionals from the civilian
world to the Army with skills and abilities the Army may not have or cannot afford
to develop. Many are leaders and experts in their chosen fields. To train these “citi-
zen soldiers,” we utilize more than 45,000,000 SF of widely dispersed Reserve cen-
ters and support facilities worldwide. This equates to more square footage than
Forts Hood and Sill combined, with Fort Belvoir thrown in for good measure. Like
these posts, we experience inherently the same challenges, but in a little different
setting.

My mission is to support readiness by providing and maintaining facilities in
which Army Reserve units and soldiers may train, and of which they may be justifi-
ably proud. Therein lies my challenge today.

Our primary facilities, Army Reserve centers, are prominent symbols of the Army
on “Main Street America.” They often create the very first impressions of the entire
Army and present a permanent “billboard” for all Americans to see. Imagine, if you
will, the impression that poorly maintained and seriously outmoded facilities leave
on young men and women considering the military; on their mothers and fathers;
on our neighbors in the community; and on the American taxpayer. Sad but true,
this is the case today all across our Nation. These factors alone provide a compelling
reason for focused facilities support.

For today’s Army Reserve soldiers, the impacts of poor facility conditions are even
more acute. Overcrowded, inadequate, and poorly maintained facilities seriously de-
grade our ability to train and sustain units and decay soldier morale and esprit de
corps. This situation stems from a lack of adequate resources to address these condi-
tions over time. For 8 of the past 10 years, we’ve been functioning on less than 40
percent of required funding to sustain existing facilities and we’re constructing on
average only 5-6 new facilities per year with 28 percent of required funding. Couple
these facts with the advancing age of the inventory, greater mission demands, and
a shifting population, it’s easy to see that we are in a facilities death spiral without
immediate help.

Most Army Reserve facilities consist of 1950s era, red brick, flat roofed, tired look-
ing structures that remain virtually the same as when they were constructed.
They’re sorely in need of modernization or, as in most cases, replacement.
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We have hundreds of deplorable facilities. They siphon off an inordinate amount
of our maintenance and repair dollar. Given current Real Property Maintenance
funding, we’re unable to break free from sustainment let alone improve our facili-
ties.

The Army Reserve engineer theme is “Building Pride.” We try to do so in many
ways, but primarily through major maintenance and repair projects, full facility re-
vitalization, and, to a small degree, new military construction. With respect to our
Full Facility Revitalization Program, if we were to receive on average of $2 million
per facility, we could completely modernize many of our existing and enduring loca-
tions into state-of-the-art and space efficient facilities our soldiers will train in and
be proud for the next 25-30 years. This is a cost effective and practical way to meet
our mission.

We're “Building Pride” at the rate of six or eight centers at a time, but it’s not
enough. We've developed an overall Pride Builder Strategy to modernize our Army
Reserve facility inventory by 2025. It is in concert with the Army’s Facility Strategy.
We have the will to succeed, but resources are the essential but elusive key to suc-
cess. Our soldiers, whom we proudly proclaim as the “twice citizen,” deserve better.
We appreciate your help in building Army Reserve Pride. Thank you very much.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Colonel.

We have been joined by Senator Cleland. Senator Cleland, we
have already disposed of the first panel of the regular services.
This is the Reserve and the Guard component on facilities prob-
lems. Is there any statement you would like to make prior to con-
tinuing?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MAX CLELAND

Senator CLELAND. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, just real quickly. I
have an opening statement I would like to enter into the record if
there is no objection.

Senator INHOFE. No objection, and following your statement, I
enter into the record Senator Bunning’s opening statement.

Senator CLELAND. Good to have Mr. Culpepper here from Warner
Robins and I look forward to his testimony. I thank all of you for
your service to our country.

I happen to be a big advocate of boosting our defense and boost-
ing our defense infrastructure. There are some 13 military bases in
Georgia and we have a lot of needs there. I just want to thank the
chairman for calling this hearing because it does focus on the need
for infrastructure to support our forces in a manner that they de-
serve to be supported. So I just want to applaud the chairman and
the ranking member for having the hearing. It is an honor to be
here.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statements of Senator Cleland and Senator
Bunning follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAX CLELAND

b Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and you, Senator Akaka, for holding this important
earing.

I would also like to thank our witnesses, the officers, enlisted, and civil engineers
and managers who have come to talk to us on the nature of the problems that they
are facing on a daily basis, around the country. They get to deliver the good news
on a new project or repair that has just been completed, they also know the hun-
dreds of other repairs and maintenance projects that are still awaiting attention. We
appreciate their hard work and dedicated service.

The problem of maintaining our military infrastructure is real and is not getting
any better. GAO reported that DOD and the service’s management of the backlog
in real property maintenance began as far back as the 1950s. The current backlog
of such maintenance is estimated at $16 billion—that’s BILLION not million. And
this number has grown from $8.9 billion in 1992 and $14.6 billion in 1998. In 2000,
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the Pentagon reported to Congress that it found 60 percent of military bases rated
as C-3 or C—4. Neither the Department of Defense nor the services have a uniform
system or strategy for maintaining real property.

Georgia has 13 military installations representing each branch of the military.
The missions of our bases in Georgia are strong and more relevant than ever. Some
of these bases need attention when it comes to base facilities and infrastructure. For
example, at Fort Gordon, the Consolidated Communications Facility at Fort Gor-
don—which houses all of the incoming and out going communications equipment—
leaks so badly during rain that plastic sheets are placed strategically to divert water
from damaging the equipment.

Fort Stewart, Warner Robins, Fort Benning, and others are also on the list of in-
stallations with major infrastructure challenges. The problem is significant. In the
face of these challenges, some say the answer is to close bases, but I believe that
hastily closing bases and cutting capabilities before we understand future require-
ments is neither wise nor efficient. I think we can manage our infrastructure better,
selectively replacing older and inefficient structures with newer ones, while stream-
lining our overseas bases—a step that is supported by the commanders in chief of
European Command and U.S. Forces Korea. I believe we should take these steps,
and assess the results of our ongoing base closure actions, before we commit to fur-
ther cuts.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses and look forward to working with
the members of this subcommittee to address this critical issue.

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JIM BUNNING

Readiness is something that this subcommittee struggles with as you all do.
Sometimes, we on this subcommittee have felt that we have not always received
candid answers about the state of any and all aspects of readiness issues.

I've expressed my frustration before about our military’s chain-of-command sys-
tem. It is tough to get the truth and expertise that we need on these issues because
of the chain-of-command.

We know the President is the commander in chief. Whatever his policy is, you
have to salute and come over here and do it. I understand that. But it makes it
very frustrating for us because we need to hear your expertise. Because you are the
experts and the guys out in the field.

This subcommittee is trying to work with you to be helpful. If we don’t get candid
answers from you all, then we simply can’t do our jobs. Therefore, you can’t do your
job the way you’d like to do it. So we would appreciate candor.

I am concerned about the effect crumbling infrastructure and substandard hous-
ing have on morale, recruiting, and retention. This can lead to problems executing
missions effectively and efficiently. The task in all this is to link these signs of hol-
lowness together so we can better understand the current state of readiness.

I hope we can bury the notion from the Defense Department over the last few
years that excessive infrastructure spending was creating short falls elsewhere in
the budget—especially in modernization and mission readiness accounts.

It is clear that infrastructure investment has been chronically underfunded by the
last administration, and were it not for Congress upping the ante, thousands of mili-
tary personnel and their families would be living in poorer conditions and working
in far worse conditions.

The Defense Department and the military services cannot keep putting things off
for another year hoping that the problem can be resolved on someone else’s watch.

Congress alone cannot solve the problem. We must work together. I'm gratified
that our new president acknowledges the problem. I hope that more resources in
fiscal year 2002 defense programs will go directly to meet some of the critical infra-
structure shortfalls which can no longer be ignored. We have dug ourselves into a
hole and I think it’s time that we begin to dig out.

Again, give us your candor now. I don’t want your candor as soon as you retire
and put on a suit. 'm always amazed how many, as soon as they put on a suit,
say—“now let me tell you how it really is.”

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Cleland.
Colonel Stritzinger.



49

STATEMENT OF COL. JANICE M. STRITZINGER, AIR NATIONAL
GUARD, CIVIL ENGINEER FOR THE AIR NATIONAL GUARD,
ANDREWS AIR FORCE BASE, MARYLAND

Colonel STRITZINGER. Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee: Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to ap-
pear before you today to discuss the readiness of Air National
Guard Forces in relation to our facilities. I am Col. Janice
Stritzinger, the Civil Engineer for the Air National Guard. I lead
an organization that operates $12.6 billion in facilities supporting
Air National Guard missions and our 108,000 Air National Guard
men and women. This infrastructure of over 4,800 facilities is
spread across 170 locations in all 50 States, three territories, and
the District of Columbia. We also partner with 67 civilian airports
that provide us access to an additional $4.4 billion in airfield infra-
structure at a fraction of what it would cost us to own and operate
it ourselves.

We have concerns about the degraded condition of some of our
facilities, about the limited resources to address these shortfalls,
and the impact this has on our readiness, retention, and recruiting.
At the same time, we are very proud of our achievements in maxi-
mizing the limited funds we have been given.

The Air National Guard civil engineers I lead make up 30 to 40
percent of the Air Force contingency engineering capability. Last
summer our units were actively involved in fighting the devastat-
ing fires in the west. Members of your committee visited our unit
from Anchorage, Alaska, while they were deployed in Ecuador.
Less glamorous, but equally important, are our routine training ex-
ercises performed here in the United States.

Unfortunately, 18 of our Red Horse engineering troops died in a
plane crash while returning from such a training project in Florida.
In visiting with the family, friends, and employers of these dedi-
cated citizen airmen, I was encouraged by their continuing commit-
ment to the mission. As senior leaders, we owe these troops the
best possible resources to perform their jobs.

One of the key resources is the installations they operate and
train from. Facilities in the Guard today run the gamut between
deplorable and those which have won design and construction
awards. As a direct result of your tremendous congressional sup-
port, nearly 50 percent of the Air National Guard facilities are ade-
quate. We know that, given the right level of funding, we can
produce right-sized, efficient, quality workplaces for our airmen.

However, there are three barriers that stand in our way: an
aging infrastructure, lack of sufficient funding, and the impact of
new mission conversions. Recruiting and retention are critical to all
components, including the Guard and Reserve. For potential re-
cruits, the face of the Guard is our installation facilities. If this
space is a double-wide trailer, old, run-down, and in a state of dis-
repair, it will not entice the type of young person we need in our
service today.

This aspect of the link between quality facilities and readiness
should not be underestimated. In 1994 we began the beddown of
the B-1 at Robins Air Force Base in Georgia by using temporary
facilities and facilities slated for demolition. As of today, we still
have $30 million of unfunded requirements, with a current projec-
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tion for completion some time after fiscal year 2004. Ten years is
too long to be in condemned facilities.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the subcommittee
for the opportunity to meet with you today. We do face some sig-
nificant challenges in our attempts to support the Air National
Guard’s varied missions and readiness with adequate facilities.

I have a written statement for the record that provides addi-
tional information on our issues of aging infrastructure, low pro-
jected budgets, and a large new mission beddown bill. Your tremen-
dous support has been critical to our program and has touched vir-
tually every person in our organization in one way or another. We
continue to take steps that maximize the effectiveness of our dol-
lars we do receive.

Again, thank you for your support and for this opportunity to
present my views.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Stritzinger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY COL. JANICE M. STRITZINGER, ANG

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, good morning and thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the readiness of Air Na-
tional Guard forces in relation to our facilities. I am Col. Janice Stritzinger, the
Civil Engineer for the Air National Guard. I lead an organization that operates
$12.6 billion in facilities supporting Air National Guard missions while protecting
our forces and the environment. We develop policies and program resources to sup-
port nearly 108,000 Air National Guard men and women performing missions in
support of the Air Force from over 170 locations.

We have concerns about the degraded condition of some of our facilities, about the
limited resources to address these shortfalls, and the impact this has on our readi-
ness, retention, and recruiting. At the same time, we are very proud of our achieve-
ments in maximizing the limited funds we have been given and I would like to
share these successes with you as well.

OVERVIEW

The Air National Guard is a constitutionally unique military organization with
roots dating back to the very beginnings of our country and its militia. Our State
and Federal missions are accomplished by 88 flying wings and 1,600 support units
located at 173 locations in all 50 States, 3 territories and the District of Columbia.
The plant value of Air National Guard-managed real estate exceeds $12.6 billion
with over 4,800 facilities comprising in excess of 32 million square feet. We partner
with 67 civilian airports that provide access to an additional $4.4 billion in airfield
infrastructure at a fraction of what it would cost us to own and operate it ourselves.

These facilities support a total force capability that is unrivaled in the world
today. While comprising roughly 34 percent of the Air Force’s mission capability, the
Air National Guard specifically provides 100 percent of the Nation’s air defense and
45 percent of the theater airlift mission to name a few. In addition to high visibility
missions like last year’s flight to the South Pole to rescue Dr. Gerri Nielsen, the
Air Guard is a significant player in the Aerospace Expeditionary Force.

Air National Guard civil engineers make up 30 to 40 percent of the Air Force con-
tingency engineering capability performing a variety of missions. Last summer, our
units were actively involved in fighting the devastating fires in the west. Members
of your committee visited our unit from Anchorage, Alaska while they were deployed
in Equador. Less glamorous, but equally important, are routine training exercises
performed here in the U.S. Unfortunately, 18 of our Red Horse engineering troops
died in a plane crash while returning from such a training project in Florida. In
visiting with the families, friends, and employers of these dedicated citizen airmen,
I was encouraged by their continuing commitment to the mission. As senior leaders,
we owe these troops the best possible resources to perform their jobs. One of those
key resources is the installation they operate and train from.

Facilities in the Guard today run the gamut between deplorable and those which
have won design and construction awards. As a direct result of congressional sup-
port nearly 50 percent of the Air National Guard facilities are adequate. We know
that given the funding, we can produce right-sized, efficient, quality work places for



51

our airmen. However, there are three barriers that stand in our way—an aging in-
frastructure, lack of sufficient funding, and the impact of new mission conversions.

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE

The average age of an Air National Guard facility is 26 years. Our pavements are
significantly older. Given the limited funding for real property maintenance, most
of these facilities have had little regular maintenance. Imagine your house after 26
years with no new paint or carpet. The industry standard for replacement of facili-
ties, otherwise known as the recapitalization rate, is 50 years. Our recapitalization
rate is more than four times the industry standard. The Air National Guard has
1,460 facilities greater than 50 years old with a combined plant replacement value
in excess of $2.1 billion.

Other metrics used to describe the state of our facilities include the recently pub-
lished installation readiness report. This report attempts to put a face on the rela-
tionship between facilities and unit readiness. It is a relatively new product and is
still being refined, but the initial review of Air National Guard facilities is disturb-
ing. It confirms our opinion that limited funding is resulting in facility system fail-
ures.

LACK OF SUFFICIENT FUNDS

The Air National Guard currently comprises 7 percent of the total Air Force plant
replacement value (excluding the value of infrastructure at civilian airfields). Given
projected funding each flying wing can expect one MILCON project every 22 years.
This is simply insufficient to support our current facilities and cannot begin to ad-
dress the many new mission requirements.

Our real property maintenance account is similarly stressed. With current fund-
ing allocations consisting of just one percent of the plant replacement value, each
unit can expect to receive on average $690,000 per year to maintain, repair, and
upgrade all facilities and infrastructure on the installation. A typical Guard base
has 325,000 square feet of facilities and 125,000 square yards of pavement. Back
to my example of your home, it would be difficult to maintain aged residential con-
struction, much less an aircraft maintenance hangar, at only $1 per square foot.

Some Air Force funding is targeted to replace “quality of life” facilities like dor-
mitories and fitness centers. This is an important focus, but does not translate well
into the Air National Guard. Our traditional guardsmen work for their civilian em-
ployers during the week, and dedicate their weekends and free time to serving the
Air National Guard and our Nation. For them, quality of life is a quality workplace
to train in and operate from. This translates into readiness. There is no accommoda-
tion for this “quality of life” so portions of the Air Force budget exclude the Air Na-
tional Guard and do not benefit our military members.

At the 67 civilian airports we occupy, we occasionally participate in joint projects
with the airport and the Federal Aviation Administration. These projects, referred
to as military construction cooperative agreements, allow us to spend appropriated
funds on non-Federal property. This program is mutually beneficial to the airport,
the Federal Aviation Administration, the Guard and the taxpayer, as it ultimately
saves money for all parties. The difficulty lies in ownership of the real estate. Air
Force funding is based on owned and leased real estate and facilities. All Air Na-
tional Guard funds spent on these joint airport projects come from a program, which
is sized to support only the real estate we own or lease. As a result, every dollar
spent on an airport is one dollar less available to fix our own failing infrastructure.

The bright spot in all these dire budget issues is the great support we have re-
ceived from Congress. Assistance from Congress has accounted for over 70 percent
of the Air National Guard MILCON program in the last several years. This support
has ensured that critical current mission requirements are being addressed. It has
allowed us to replaced outdated, inefficient, and unsafe facilities with modern qual-
ity facilities at a rate of 4 to 1. This means that for each new facility constructed,
we have demolished four old facilities that were draining our resources.

NEW MISSION BEDDOWNS

We are currently programming and executing major new mission beddowns at five
locations. Beddown construction is critical to reaching initial operational capability
for the new weapon system, but the limited funding is making most facility projects
“late to need.” The beddown of our B—1 bomber unit at Robins Air Force Base, Geor-
gia was started in 1994. We anticipate the final facility projects will not be complete
until after fiscal year 2004 at best. We are using temporary trailers and facilities
previously scheduled for demolition by Robins officials. Ten years to beddown a new
mission is too long for personnel to train in borrowed and condemned facilities.
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Additionally, future new missions have the potential to overwhelm our program.
Given the historic funding of three to four projects per year our entire President’s
budget could be strictly new mission projects. Repair, upgrade, and replacement of
existing facilities will be delayed for many years.

Recruiting and retention are critical to all components, including the Guard and
Reserve. For potential recruits, the face of the Guard is our installation facilities.
If this face is a double-wide trailer, old, run down and in a state of disrepair, it will
not entice the type of young person we need in our service today. This aspect of the
link between quality facilities and readiness should not be underestimated.

MAXIMIZING THE FUNDS IN OUR PROGRAM

The challenge of maintaining facilities and readiness have also provided opportu-
nities to excel. We have undertaken several initiatives within the Guard to get the
most out of every dollar. We continue to pursue joint projects at every opportunity,
have improved our execution strategies, and aggressively manage our funds to pro-
vide for reprogramming actions.

JOINT PROJECTS

The scoring process used to allocate limited Air Force MILCON funds does not
readily support matching fiscal years on joint projects between components. To bet-
ter achieve our joint goals, we worked with the Air Force Reserve to outline an ex-
tensive program of joint projects including dining halls, medical training facilities,
troop quarters, and headquarters facilities. To facilitate advocacy, the Air National
Guard was carrying the full scope for the project in our future years defense pro-
gram. Language included in the fiscal year 2001 SASC MILCON report 106—292 re-
moved our ability to report unfunded requirements and, consequently, our ability to
show this joint project agenda. We are continuing to pursue the projects, but you
will find pieces in each of our MILCON programs now.

IMPROVED EXECUTION STRATEGIES

Since the large majority of our program comes through budget year decisions, we
do not have the normal lead time for design and construction. We have taken steps
to ensure projects are awarded in the first year of the appropriation so our people
enjoy the benefit of their new facilities as quickly as possible. Our execution has im-
proved dramatically in recent years.

AGGRESSIVE MANAGEMENT OF OUR FUNDS

The generous support of Congress has also created a shortfall in planning and de-
sign funding. We have been successfully identifying savings in the construction pro-
gram and gaining the requisite congressional approval to apply them to these design
needs. In addition, we have completed a $12 million reprogramming action to buy
out a large part of the backlog in unspecified minor construction. These relatively
small projects are often the most beneficial to units executing a conversion. They
can be executed more quickly than MILCON projects and tend to address the imme-
diate needs of a unit. We are gradually increasing the baseline funding in this ac-
count, but need additional savings and congressional approvals to sustain this pro-
gram. Savings that had been earmarked for this account in fiscal year 2001 were
taken to pay the congressionally mandated $100 million rescission.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the subcommittee for the oppor-
tunity to meet with you today. We do face some significant challenges in our at-
tempts to support the Air National Guard’s varied missions and readiness with ade-
quate facilities. An aging infrastructure, low projected budgets, and large new mis-
sion beddown bills will continue to challenge us. Your tremendous support has been
critical to our program and has touched virtually every person in our organization
in one way or another. We will continue to takes steps that maximize the effective-
ness of the dollars we do receive. Again, thank you for this opportunity to present
my views.
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SASU HEARING HAMDOUTS

COLONEL §AN§C’E§ BLSTRITZINGER
THE CIVIL ENGINEER
ATR NATIONAL GUARD

McEntire ANG Station, SC
Water System

4 .
’A’Jmmw\,“‘““

Problem

Unsafe drinking water due
to deteriorated piping system

*  Low Chlorine, discoloration and odor
Impact
+  Continuous flushing ($10,000/yr)
Installation & repair of filters ($ 900/yr)
Purchase drinking water ($16,000/yr)
Solution
Study in progress

+  Estimated fix $3.0M to replace piping
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Channel Island, CA
Airfield Pavements
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Problem

+ 94,000 SY of failing pavement

+  Surface cracking

+  Full depth of pavement has failed
Impact

+  Very high maintenance costs

«  High potential of aireraft tire and
engine damage from pavement debris

Solution

+  Repair Aircraft Parking Ramp, $9.8M

Cross section of failed pavement

Gabreski ANG Station, NY
Antiquated Facilities
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Problem

+  An old base with old facilities -1950s

+  Poor insulation, old systems, structural failures
+ Insufficient space for the mission requirements

Impaet

*  Unsafe working conditions

+  Some wall s braced against wind - structural failures

+  Low productivity due to low shop temperatures

+  Parachute packing risky - room is not as long as the chutes
Solution

»  Composite Support Complex, $19.0M

*  Demolishes 13 old, expensive facilities (60,000 SF) and
replaces them with an efficient new complex

Note: This is the rescue unit portrayed in the movie “The Perfect Storm”
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Pittsburgh International Airport, PA
Vehicle Maintenance Facility
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Problem

+  Bays too small to accommodate vehicles
+ Insufficient work/storage space

+ Inefficient mechanical/electric systems

Impact

*  Vehicle maintenance done outside
- sumn, rain or snow

+  Maintenance hampered by interior columns
Solution

+  Squad Ops/Support Facilities, $10M
*  Demolishes 5 old buildings, 4800 sf

Quonset State Airport R.I.
C-130 Maintenance Hangar

ED »
R e

Problem
*  Antiquated maintenance facility
«  Differential settling of hangar floor

*  Aircraft and equipment at risk

»  Furniture blocked to level it

*  Structural failure is imminent
Solution

+  (C-130J Composite Maintenance Shops
+  Phase I funded in FY01

+  Phase Il is $9.8M
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Savannah International Airport, GA
Joint Use Fire Station

dﬂh"’.‘agﬂ W
Problem Solution
Metal building with poor admin space Joint Fire Station Complex built in 1997

Disjointed operations ANG Funding ($961,000)

Airport Funding ($864,900)
— FAA Funding ($96,100)

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Colonel. I would suggest that when
you said 50 percent of your installations are adequate, that means
50 percent are inadequate.

Colonel STRITZINGER. Yes, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Culpepper, nice to have you with us.

STATEMENT OF HILTON F. CULPEPPER, ASSISTANT CIVIL EN-
GINEER, HEADQUARTERS, AIR FORCE RESERVE COMMAND,
ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE, GEORGIA

Mr. CULPEPPER. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee,
good morning. I am Hilton Culpepper, the Assistant Civil Engineer,
Air Force Reserve Command. I appreciate the opportunity to ap-
pear before you today to discuss the impact that reduced military
construction and sustainment, restoration, and modernization
(SRM), formerly called real property maintenance (RPM) funding,
has on the 74,000 men and women who proudly serve in the Air
Force Reserve.

The Air Force Reserve owns and operates 12 installations, con-
sisting of over 10,000 acres, 1,000 buildings, and 12 million square
feet of facilities. The plant replacement value of these installations
is $4.5 billion. From these 12 installations and 55 other locations
we operate, the men and women of the Air Force Reserve provide
20 percent of the total across the board Air Force capability at a
cost of 4 percent of the Air Force budget.

The Air Force Reserve military construction requirements are
over $683 million. But at the current Air Force MILCON funding
levels, the Air Force Reserve Command receives on average less
than two projects per year. At this rate, our facilities can be re-
placed only every 314 years.



57

SRM funding for the Air Force is based on 1 percent of plant re-
placement value (PRV). At 1 percent, the Air Force Reserve Com-
mand can do little more than breakdown maintenance. Yet we
must make our facilities last 314 years.

Over the past several years, the Air Force has stressed quality
of life facilities. For the men and women of the Air Force Reserve,
their quality of life facilities are where they train and work. When
they are constantly faced with inadequate facilities that we cannot
maintain, it eventually takes its toll on recruitment, retention, and
mission accomplishments.

The Air Force Reserve has benefited greatly from congressional
interest in our people and missions across America. Because of this
interest, we have many fine facilities. However, these facilities
must be maintained or they will rapidly deteriorate. For every good
facility, we have one that is seriously degraded.

The average age of our facilities is 29 years and growing. You
can paint an old building and it looks great, but it is still an old
building.

Mr. Chairman and subcommittee members, I ask for your assist-
ance and I ask for your continued support of the MILCON program
and SRM funding. I thank you for your continued interest in the
men and women of the Air Force Reserve and in the investment
that you have made in their future.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Culpepper follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HILTON F. CULPEPPER

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, good morning, I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the impact that reduced military
construction and real property maintenance funding has on the 74,000 men and
women who proudly serve in the Air Force Reserve.

The Air Force Reserve owns and operates 12 installations consisting of over
10,000 acres, 1,000 buildings, and 11 million square feet of facilities. The plant re-
placement value of these installations is $4.5 billion. From these 12 installations
and the 55 other locations we operate from, the men and women of the Air Force
Reserve provide 20 percent of the total, across the board, Air Force capability. In
the past 10 years, we have engaged in full and equal partnership with the Air Na-
tional Guard and active Air Force in responding to over 50 contingency and real
world operations. This is a five-fold increase over the previous 40 years.

The Air Force Reserve military construction requirements are over $683 million.
These requirements are merged with the priorities of the active Air Force and Air
National Guard to produce an integrated MILCON program. As a whole, the Air
Force MILCON funding requirements compete against the most serious needs of our
business. The Air Force Reserve military construction program has consistently fo-
cused on sustaining what we own, bedding down new missions, upholding quality
of life, reducing infrastructure, and continued environmental leadership. We have
also established a lodging master plan and are working to build a fitness center fa-
cility improvement plan. The Air Force Reserve military construction program has
benefited greatly from the congressional interest in the Air Force Reserve people
and missions across America. Being good stewards of the taxpayer’s dollars, we are
proud to report for fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000, we have awarded 100 percent
of our MILCON projects in the year of appropriation. We believe no other compo-
nent has matched that performance and this is indicative of our aggressive effort
to provide the best facilities we can.

The Air Force Reserve real property maintenance budget presents challenges
similar to the MILCON program. We currently have over $308 million in facility in-
vestment requirements identified. The limited funding forces the field to balance
their aging infrastructure, force protection requirements, quality of life in the work-
place, airfield systems and environmental requirements. The real property mainte-
nance budget competes with all other requirements in the day-to-day operations of
Air Force installations. Although our focus is on recapitalizing the physical plant,
the level of funding allows us to only maintain or sustain critical systems such as
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heating and air conditioning systems, water lines and valves, electrical systems and
substations, streets, and airfield lighting and pavements. This results in a pattern
of fixing only what breaks and saving the remaining money for the next breakage
to occur. We continue to only fund our most urgent needs in the real property main-
tenance budget. We cannot continue to mortgage the Air Force infrastructure with-
out significant, long-term negative effects on morale, retention, and readiness. In my
opinion, the Air Force has routinely had to trade off infrastructure and moderniza-
tilon to shore up near-term readiness causing a steady deterioration of our physical
plant.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the subcommittee for its continued
strong support to the men and women of the Air Force Reserve and investment in
their futures. I will be glad to address any questions at this time.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Culpepper.
Colonel Boles.

STATEMENT OF COL. KENNETH L. BOLES, UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS RESERVE, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR FA-
CILITIES, MARINE FORCES RESERVE, NEW ORLEANS, LOU-
ISTIANA

Colonel BOLES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, distinguished mem-
bers. I am Col. Ken Boles, stationed as the Assistant Chief of Staff
for Facilities for Marine Forces Reserve, also located in New Orle-
ans, Louisiana. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you
this morning and would like to submit my full statement and a
package of what I call my ugly duckling book for the record.

I would like to point out one typographical error that is con-
tained in my package on page 3, where it starts to talk about the
funding level for SRM. I am a little bit dismayed. I wish I had the
$400 million plus figure that is listed there. Unfortunately, it is
only $10 million, sir.

Marine Forces Reserve is made up of 185 sites located currently
in 47 States, soon to be 48, the District of Columbia, and the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico. These Reserve centers are a work place
for more than 37,000 active, active Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve,
and sailors. Over 75 percent of our Reserve centers are more than
30 years old and of those about 35 percent are over 50 years old.
Across the board, the average age is a little bit more than 38 years.

As you can imagine, the cost to repair each one of those or up-
grade them for new equipment can be substantial. I have two pro-
grams that I use to address my requirements. One for replacement
programs is the military construction Naval Reserve, or MCNR
program; and the second one, the operations and maintenance, Ma-
rine Corps Reserve, O&MMCR program. The SRM program is used
generally for repair.

Our present MCNR backlog is $205 million. The average presi-
dential budget for MCNR from 1993 to 2001 was $3.8 million.
Through plus-ups and assistance from Congress, that has actually
averaged $10.7 million during that same time frame. However,
even with that funding level of $10.7 million, it would take us al-
most 20 years to eliminate my backlog. Unfortunately, it also
means during that 20 years I cannot add any new projects to that
backlog.

Our real property maintenance backlog is a little more than $20
million, made up of a BMAR of nearly $10 million and a $10.3 mil-
lion minor construction backlog. Keep in mind, though, please, that
those numbers are very fluid. As I am sure most panel members
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will also agree, that number changes, and unfortunately both of
them go up.

Congressional quality of life for defense funding enhancements
that Marine Forces Reserve received in fiscal year 1997 and 1999
were particularly helpful and gave us a substantial boost to reduce
our SRM backlog. A couple different programs that we have
jumped on with enthusiasm. In 1999, the commanding officers
readiness reporting system, or CORRS, came on line at the direc-
tion of the Department of Defense. In fiscal year 2000 we finished
?n evaluation of the sites that we have full funding responsibility
or.

The first phase during that particular CORRS evaluation showed
and identified approximately $57 million worth of repair and re-
placement requirements. More telling was the fact that our admin-
istrative supply and maintenance production facilities, the places
where we actually repair and maintain equipment, had a shortfall
of 186,000 square feet. This year’s CORRS report phase two will
evaluate the remaining sites and so far the preliminary data also
shows that we will be increasing both our SRM and MCNR backlog
as a result.

Lastly, another useful program that we are huge advocates for
and take advantage of is the Joint Service Reserve Component Fa-
cility Board, which meets annually in each one of the States
throughout the United States. This board coordinates the efforts of
each service’s Reserve new construction initiatives and, although
individual Reserve centers are possible as a result of that board,
in more and more cases Marine Forces Reserve are joining our
other services in joint facilities, all because of that single board.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say once again I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be here and discuss these issues with
yourself and your fellow subcommittee members. It is an important
topic, one that has a direct improvement in readiness and quality
of life if addressed adequately.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my comments. I would be happy
to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Boles follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY COL. KENNETH L. BoLES, USMCR

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the subcommittee: I am Col. Ken Boles,
the Assistant Chief of Staff for Facilities for Marine Forces Reserve, headquartered
in New Orleans, Louisiana. I appreciate this opportunity to come before you today
to discuss the status and concerns that we have within Marine Forces Reserve in
the areas of installation readiness and infrastructure. My intent today is to provide
you the most current information and status on the Reserve installations that I
manage on a daily basis. I also hope to impart to each of you the challenges we face
and needs that we have within the Marine Corps Reserve in our attempts to provide
our Marines and assigned sailors the very best facilities we can to accomplish their
day-to-day missions.

Briefly, Marine Forces Reserve is made up of 185 sites. We’re currently located
in 47 states, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. We
have full funding responsibility for 41 of those sites. At the remaining 144 sites, we
are tenants. As tenants we provide a representative portion of the expenses the host
incurs to operate each center. These Reserve centers are the workplace for more
than 5,200 active duty and active Reserve Marines and sailors as well as 32,702 Se-
lected Marine Corps Reserve, SMCR Marines, better known as drilling reservists.

My challenge as the Facility Manager for Marine Forces Reserve is how to use
the limited dollars that I receive to maintain, repair, enlarge, and, eventually, re-
place our aging buildings and infrastructure.
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Over 75 percent of the Reserve centers we are in are more than 30 years old, and
of these, about 35 percent are over 50 years old. The average age across the board
is 38. The cost to repair, maintain, and upgrade these aging facilities increases an-
nually and can be substantial. Since these Reserve centers were built, construction
techniques, methods, and materials have changed. In addition, the equipment that
we have fielded to our units over the years has changed. The equipment is bigger,
heavier, wider, and longer. Most require appropriately constructed or modified
maintenance facilities as well as adequate electrical power and other support infra-
structure upgrades to maintain their combat readiness. Even in our administrative
spaces, the increased use of computers, fax and answering machines, televisions,
VCRs, projection systems, copiers, simulators, and the like have placed a huge elec-
trical demand on our facilities. Facilities that were built for manual typewriters and
the M151 jeep, of World War II fame, are now inadequate for the equipment our
modern Marine Corps uses. When we renovate a Reserve center we must address
each of these shortfalls. Where found, we must also remove materials that were
once commonly used, such as asbestos and lead based paint, materials, which we
now know, have detrimental health effects. This can push up the renovation cost
significantly as it takes specially trained and equipped personnel to remove and dis-
pose of these materials. Additionally, meeting current building codes in our various
states we reside in for electrical, plumbing, and other disciplines is expensive. You
may see a similar situation when you have an accident in your car. The car you
purchased for $20,000 from General Motors or Ford, might take $35,000 in parts
and labor at Joe’s Body Shop to make it whole again. When that happens in an auto
accident your car is totaled and replaced. We frequently find this to be true when
we do work up renovation estimates. We frequently find it cheaper to build a new
Reserve center than it is to repair and upgrade an existing one. Unfortunately, Ma-
rine Forces Reserve is not funded sufficiently enough to do this. Hence we repair
or renovate a Reserve center when it would really be better to build a modern, en-
ergy efficient Reserve center from the ground up.

The tools at my disposal to address Reserve center replacement and repair are
the Military Construction, Naval Reserve (MCNR) program and the Operations and
Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve (O&MMCR) program. Our present MCNR
Backlog is $205 million. Our Real Property Maintenance (RPM) Backlog is $20.2
million, consisting of a $9.9 million Backlog of Maintenance and Repair (BMAR) and
a $10.3 million Backlog of Minor Construction, called MCON.

The average President’s budget funding level for the MCNR program, Marine
Corps Exclusive, for fiscal years 1993 to 2001 is $3.8 million, not including Planning
and Design. The average appropriated funding level for the program during the
same period is $10.7 million, again, not including Planning and Design. However,
even at an annual funding level of $10.7 million, it would still take nearly 20 years
to reduce the current backlog. It also requires making the unrealistic assumption
that no new projects are identified during the same period.

The funding level for RPM, including Quality of Life, Defense (QOL,D) enhance-
ments, has averaged $410 million during fiscal years 1995 through 2001. The Con-
gressional Quality of Life, Defense funding provided to Marine Forces Reserve has
provided a substantial boost to our RPM program during this period. In fact, slight-
ly less than one-fourth of our RPM funding has come from this Quality of Life fund-
ing source. These funds are particularly beneficial because they are allocated specifi-
cally for RPM shortfalls. We direct our RPM funds toward correcting critical facility
repairs that could result in self-aggravating facility damage, health impacts as iden-
tified by facility inspections, or command directed safety and mission essential
projects. The second effort is to fund non-critical facility repairs and renovations or
mission enhancing minor construction projects. Lastly, facility enhancing aesthetic
repairs or minor construction projects will be accomplished. During this past fiscal
year, five whole-center repairs were funded at Wyoming, PA; Lynchburg, VA; Brook-
Iyn, NY; Brookpark, OH; and Pico Rivera, CA. These projects have substantially im-
proved the working conditions for our marines and assigned sailors and improved
units’ abilities to accomplish their respective missions. At the same time, aesthetic
improvements not only enhance the physical appearance of the center but the sur-
rounding communities as well.

The MCNR and RPM programs are closely related. The age and current condition
of facilities dictate a temporary, short-term RPM fix until a project goes through the
MCNR process for approval and funding. The normal process for projects that have
a high command priority takes 3 to 5 years from the time a project is identified on
the MCNR list until it receives funding. During this period, RPM funds are used
to address temporary, short-term fixes. These RPM projects only address health,
safety, and self-aggravating facility issues.
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In 1999, the Department of Defense directed the implementation of the Com-
manding Officer’s Readiness Reporting System (CORRS). We strongly support this
effort because it standardizes individual service requirements. It has become one of
the most important tools we use during our planning process. Combining CORRS
with our property management procedures has enabled us to examine the numerous
maintenance, repair, and construction projects and formulate our Facilities Master
Plan objectives. In fiscal year 2000, we completed CORRS data collection on all 41
sites for which Marine Forces Reserve has 100 percent funding responsibility. We
are currently developing projects from this CORRS information that will further in-
crease our RPM and MCNR backlogs. This report identified $57 million worth of re-
pairs and new construction. The new construction was needed to address a space
shortage of 186,000 square feet identified throughout the 41 sites.

The main shortages of space were found within the equipment maintenance, ad-
ministrative, and supply areas. For the fiscal year 2001 CORRS data collection, our
focus has been on the remaining 144 sites where Marine Forces Reserve occupies
marine exclusive space at joint and tenant Reserve centers. This year’'s CORRS re-
port will cost Marine Forces Reserve over $500,000. The tough decision this fiscal
year was whether to spend lean RPM funds to gather the CORRS information or
fund maintenance and repair projects. We chose to fund the remaining CORRS data
collection effort. We anticipate the CORRS data for joint and tenant spaces will
have similar results as last year and future projects will be developed and placed
on the RPM and MCNR project lists, further increasing the backlog of both pro-
grams.

Another useful program that we actively participate in is the Joint Service Re-
serve Component Facility Boards, which meet annually throughout the United
States. These boards successfully coordinate the efforts of each service’s Reserve
new construction initiatives. Although unilateral Reserve centers are possible we
are seeing more and more joint Reserve centers as a result of this service-wide Re-
serve coordination.

The overall condition of Marine Corps Reserve facilities presents a daunting task.
It will continue to demand a sustaining, combined effort of innovative RPM manage-
ment, a pro-active exploration of and participation in joint facility projects, and a
well targeted use of the MCNR program that will allow the Marine Reserves to re-
duce both the MCNR and RPM backlogs.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say once again that I appreciate the
opportunity to meet with you and your subcommittee members on such an impor-
tant topic. The condition of our Reserve centers is of paramount importance to the
Marine Corps. Better facilities mean improved readiness and quality of life. I sin-
cerely hope that the information that I have provided today will help you determine
how best to allocate funds to improve installation and infrastructure readiness.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will be pleased to answer any ques-
tions you may have.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Colonel.

Colonel Smith, when you gave your statement you alluded to 67
percent of your facilities were rated C—4. I think each service has
a different way of rating them. However, identifying these defi-
ciencies does not really do any good unless something follows that
in terms of correcting the problem.

So I would like to ask each one of you, in your views do the in-
stallation status reports have a direct impact on the real property
maintenance or military construction funding allocations in your
components, Colonel?

Colonel SMITH. Yes, sir, they do. We tried to adhere very strictly
to that report and we plan accordingly. The military construction
is followed by that report. We have a ranking order from 1 to 1,305
projects and the Real Property Maintenance (RPM) which we now
call sustainment, restoration, and modernization (SRM) is allocated
according to equal use among the States and by need.

Senator INHOFE. Captain LoFaso.

Captain LOFASO. The reporting system absolutely does have an
impact on the level of funding. So again, the expectation is if the
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facilities are C-3, for instance, you would get more funding than
if they were C—2. That’s true.

Senator INHOFE. Colonel Dunkelberger.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Although we are in the process, I have
not really seen any tangible result yet to come out of the reports.

Senator INHOFE. Colonel.

Colonel STRITZINGER. Sir, that is probably also true for the Air
National Guard. It is still a new report that the Air Force is using
for the installation and readiness report. At this time we feel as
though it does accurately represent the readiness impact of our fa-
cility conditions. But as usual, there are more problems that need
to be fixed than there are resources to align to those problems.

Senator INHOFE. I am sure that is true.

Mr. Culpepper.

Mr. CULPEPPER. Yes, sir, it does impact. We use the numbers in
our ranking on our facilities projects.

Senator INHOFE. Colonel Boles.

Colonel BoLES. Sir, I would like to concur also that the CORRS
system and what we are using for an equivalent type system does
provide a readiness rating. The supply and admin facilities that we
have in our own sites were C—4 and the maintenance and produc-
tion facilities were C—3 this year. But I would also like to say that
ﬁou generally create more projects than you have resources to ad-

ress.

Senator INHOFE. I would like to ask each one of you to identify
your most serious facility issue. Let us start with you, Colonel
Smith. I know there is a lot of competition for that title.

Colonel SMITH. Yes, sir. Our readiness centers are a variety of
ages and they are where our soldiers work and train and live while
they are doing their drill duty. I have recently toured two facilities
in Utah and Oregon where the kitchens were inoperable. They had
been condemned, not for lack of equipment, but because of the abil-
ity to renovate those facilities to bring them up to standard. This
is for our readiness facilities and also our maintenance facilities.

Senator INHOFE. Greatest challenge.

Captain LOFASO. Just overall, I would say that the growing criti-
cal backlog of maintenance is the most serious of problems. There
is a variety of problems, but we see it growing at approximately 15
to 20 percent a year and we cannot stop it.

Senator INHOFE. Do you agree with that, Colonel.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Yes, sir, focused SRM. It has been too
little and too late.

Colonel STRITZINGER. Sir, in addition, I concur with the previous
two witnesses that SRM is definitely a problem for the Air Na-
tional Guard. It is a death spiral that we are in, because as soon
as you get one project taken care of there is two to replace it.

But we also in the Air National Guard have a problem with our
new missions and mission conversions, trying to bring those on
line. I currently have $200 million that are waiting for funding for
missions that have already been announced, let alone the missions
that are coming down the line when new weapons systems come on
line for the Air Force with the F-22 and the C-17.

Mr. CULPEPPER. Sir, we provided you some photos of some of our
facilities. A lot of those problems you will notice are what I call



63

roof-related. We have serious problems across the command with
our roofing situation. We are continually repairing buildings. They
leak through and we just never seem to get there.

Colonel BOLES. Sir, I would like to also agree, inadequate SRM
funds to address the growing backlog. When you generally have
your backlog grow about $10 million a year and you generally aver-
age anywhere from $7 to $10 million a year from funding, it is vir-
tually impossible to catch up. But at the same time, we are getting
inadequate increases in base support and contract type support
funding as well. Annually since 1995, we have experienced about
a 10 percent per year increase in those contract costs. Of course,
this year probably the largest one would be utilities that are hit-
ting us.

Senator INHOFE. Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to ask you whether you are able to build a long-
range plan for addressing the needs of the facilities and be able to
stick to that. Do you have the funding necessary to carry out a
meaningful long-range plan? That is the question.

Colonel SMITH. Sir, we have built a long-range plan and we are
attempting to stick to it. The question is are we able to fund those
facilities at a reasonable rate, and the answer is no, sir. I would
echo what was said earlier. Our building rate for replacement is
about 300 years. Our RPM runs about 100 years for facilities main-
tenance.

Senator AKAKA. Captain.

Captain LOFAso. If we had a plan, we would not have the money
to carry it out. So I am not sure that the plan would be useful even
if it really was there. We have some plans, but of little use.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Sir, the Army has what we call the
Army facilities strategy and we are a player in that facilities strat-
egy. It is over a very long period of time. Resourcing it will be a
challenge. There are work-arounds that we will have to do, but we
intend on working as hard as we can to do that.

Colonel STRITZINGER. Sir, the Air National Guard has a well-de-
veloped master plan across all the Air National Guard, where each
unit has an active plan for not only short-range, but also their
long-range upgrades. Given the stability of the Guard force, these
plans are well known and we utilize them. All program documents,
all 1391s that come forward for funding, always include a state-
ment that the projects are in compliance with those master plans.
Whether or not the resources are there to be able to take the
projects and implement them, sir, is another story.

Mr. CULPEPPER. Sir, we have a great plan. We send teams out
all over the command to identify facilities projects and to rack and
stack them in the order in which they need to be done. Unfortu-
nately, the money situation is such that we do not get very deep
into it. As I stated earlier, we do a lot of breakdown maintenance.
You have a plan, but something breaks, and you have to go fix
that. But we do have a plan.

Colonel BOLES. Sir, we have a facilities master plan that we com-
pletely review every 2 years and every other year we do an update
to that. As my colleague said, it is a great plan, but rarely executed
to the word.
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I would say that the MCNR portion of our master plan is gen-
erally more executable than our SRM-related repairs and upgrades
to the facilities, simply because of inadequate funding.

Senator AKAKA. Colonel Dunkelberger, you did mention in your
statement about your deplorable facilities and that money is often
siphoned off of maintenance and repair. So there is a problem with
the focus of the money. My question to all of you is do the people
in the Guard and Reserve believe that they get a fair share of the
available military construction dollars? I think I know the answer,
but I want to hear it for the record.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Sir, we support the Army facilities
strategy. It is a good strategy, and that relates to your question.
It will provide us with a foundation for building our facilities. With
the Army emphasis on barracks and readiness, in the near years
there is little for the Reserve components. We would certainly em-
phasize that we could use more.

Captain LOFAso. Sir, I am at the headquarters, so I cannot say
that I speak to the personal reservists. I am an active duty military
member. But I can say that that has not always been true in the
past, that they would have felt they were receiving their fair share.
But I would say we have reached comparability now with the ac-
tive component as far as the funding levels.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Sir, with respect to SRM, sustainment,
restoration, and modernization, in the Army Reserve, as with the
Army, we use a model called AIM-HI that basically talks about re-
quire(rinents. We believe it is a pretty fair depiction of what is re-
quired.

In terms of getting SRM funding, we are all kind of down in the
barrel, if you will, throughout the Army. So in that regard, I feel
we do. With respect to the military construction, however, I think
that the strategy is a little ambitious and I do not believe we are
getting quite our fair share.

Colonel STRITZINGER. Sir, I would have to say from the total force
for the Air Force active duty, Guard, and Reserve that ultimately
they do not get enough to start off with, and when you start frac-
turing that down to the Reserve components and the Guard on the
military construction funding, our share of the Air Force funding
is based on our percent of the plant replacement value, which only
equates to 7 percent of the Air Force military construction pro-
gram. Ultimately, that gives the Air National Guard three to four
military construction projects a year in the President’s budget, and
that ultimately translates into each wing only receiving a project
about every 22 years.

In addition to that, previously I had stated about the $200 mil-
lion in new mission beddown requirements that are waiting for
funds, and with new missions taking up our three to four projects
in the President’s budget there isn’t any chance of any current mis-
sion projects or needs to even enter into the President’s budget.

On the SRM side in the house, we are in a similar situation. Our
baseline is 1 percent of our plant replacement value, which only
gives us about $100 million per year. The industry standard is 2
to 4 percent of your plant replacement value and we are only get-
ting 1 percent. That further breaks down into only about $700,000
per year per base, which is roughly about a dollar per square foot.
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Mr. CULPEPPER. Sir, when you are not getting much money, you
obviously do not think the system is fair. However, probably the
overall system itself is OK. The MILCON funding across the board
has greatly decreased for everybody. When there was a billion dol-
lars or so in the program, we competed very well. Being a small
command, we could compete. But as the number of dollars in the
overall program has gone down, obviously we are competing for a
smaller and smaller share.

But the system is OK.

Colonel BOLES. I would say, like our active duty brethren, when
they hurt, we hurt. When life is good, life is good for the Reserves
as well. As Mr. Culpepper said, we compete very well. A picture is
worth a thousand words. When you look at the various pictures of
the sites that we are in right now, the owned versus actual place-
ment of our particular units, it is very fortunate that we do in fact
have the interest of Congress to help increase our military con-
struction budget, almost tripling it. The reality of the situation is
that if we had stayed at $3.8 million you would have to wait every
2 years to replace one site, and that would be very difficult.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, my time is up. Let me make a
request here. I would like to ask each of you to provide for the sub-
committee’s records the backlog of maintenance and repair for your
service compared to the amount you actually get each year to
spend on repairs. Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. You might include also in that, based on that,
if there is no change how many years would it take you to get
there. Is that all right?

Senator AKAKA. Please add that to the request.

[The information referred to follows:]

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. The SRM backlog for the USAR is $1.3 billion. We annu-
ally receive approximately $130 million. We are funded at less than 100 percent of
what is required to merely stem the daily deterioration of facilities. Therefore, we
can never reduce the Army Reserve facilities’ backlog of maintenance and repair.
Valuable and scarce operations and maintenance funds have been targeted at bring-
ing our most critical training centers to C-1 at the expense of other facilities. In
essence, we chose to target our funds to achieve the maximum return on invest-
ment.

It’s difficult to ignore maintenance and repair of selected facilities. But, to do oth-
erwise places us in a death spiral where ALL facilities must become worse, before
they are repaired. Our approach has been successful to date, due in part because
of our never-ending search for better tools to maintain and repair our facilities. We
leveraged the base realignment and closure to trade up many of our worst facilities
for better facilities. We have developed our Full Facility Revitalization program that
directly links into the Army Facility Strategy concept of facility modernization. We
have a Commander’s Lease Initiative that moves soldiers from our worst facilities
to C-1 leased facilities. Each new lease has an exit strategy developed prior to exe-
cution of a lease. We have a very innovative Real Estate Exchange program. Basi-
cally, we enter into negotiated agreements with states, local governments, or private
industry to leverage the value of our property to them. It allows us to replace poor
facilities with newer facilities funded by the exchange of our property.

All of these tools are integrated into a single Master Plan with a goal to achieve
a C-1 level. I've deliberately left off the date we hope to achieve that goal. With
current funding levels we never will. But without developing the plan, I would not
know how much is required to achieve the goal. We can have all Army Reserve fa-
cilities C-1 if the Army Reserve is provided 100 percent of our sustaining costs—
$185 million per annum—in 60 years. Through a combination of 100 percent
sustainment funding, military construction and full facility revitalization funds—
$250 million per annum—the Army Reserve could reach C—1 in 25 years. However,
our SRM funding is seriously inadequate. If not increased, no matter how innovative
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we are in our fund execution and planning, the backlog will consume our mission
capable facilities as well.

Colonel BOLES. The fiscal year 2000 actual Backlog of Maintenance and Repair
(BMAR) for Marine Forces Reserve was $7.9 million. Since fiscal year 1995, the an-
nual Marine Forces Reserve BMAR has averaged approximately $7.2 million. It is
important to note that the BMAR figure is fluid, and it is constantly changing as
a result of on-going facility inspections that identify new maintenance and repair
projects. Furthermore, as the results of the Commanding Officers Readiness Report-
ing System (CORRS) inspections at each of our 185 manned sites are reviewed and
documented, the Marine Forces Reserve expects the BMAR to increase.

The Marine Forces Reserve annual RPM funding level has averaged approxi-
mately $7.2 million. Since fiscal year 1995, the Marine Reserves yearly RPM fund-
ing level, including additional Quality of Life, Defense funds in fiscal year 1997 and
fiscal year 1999, has ranged from a low of $5.7 million to a high of $15.9 million.
The receipt of these QOL-D funds during fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1999 was
critical in allowing Marine Forces Reserve to stabilize its BMAR growth. Based on
the current funding level and BMAR assumptions, the Marine Forces Reserve will
be severely challenged to limit near term BMAR growth.

Based upon the current funding level, it will take approximately 9 to 10 years to
reduce the BMAR to zero.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. If I could, I would like to clarify what
I stated before about not receiving a fair share. The Army for the
past several years now has been working very hard on the whole
barracks renewal program, on infrastructure replacement, and on
the RCI and things such as that. A lot of military construction dol-
lars go to that.

To clarify what I stated, when I say not my fair share, we do not
play in that. So it is kind of hard to get an equivalent percentage,
if you will, if you have a large piece off the top for those initiatives.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Senator Cleland.

Senator CLELAND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Culpepper, the 314 years as a cycle for replacing facilities,
was that Warner Robins or was that the Reserve component in the
Air Force?

Mr. CULPEPPER. That is across the command, sir. That is the Air
Force Reserve component.

Senator CLELAND. That means your backlog is pretty severe, it
seems to me.

Mr. CULPEPPER. Yes, sir.

Senator CLELAND. That is a long time, 314 years. What would
you say would be the greatest threat to readiness of the Air Force
Reserve with this incredible backlog of unmet needs?

Mr. CULPEPPER. Probably the greatest threat is our readiness
posture and retention. People come in to work and you plug in your
coffee pot and you blow 20 computers down the hall, those sort of
things. Our facilities are getting old. They are not wired properly.
Some of them, they leak on top of you. You look up and your drop
ceiling is gone.

They just feel like they are working in a lot of instances in sec-
ond class facilities.

Senator CLELAND. I am glad the Air Force still has the same pri-
orities I had when I was in the Army, that the coffee pot is more
important than the computers. Now that we have our priorities
straight, Mr. Chairman, we can move on. [Laughter.]

What would you say would be the situation at Warner Robins
itself, the command there?
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Mr. CULPEPPER. Speaking for the Reserve command at Warner
Robins, we have two headquarters facilities there. One of the facili-
ties is very nice. We just renovated it about 3 years ago. We are
in the process of trying to renovate the other one. I happen to be
in the renovated facility. CE looks after its own, sir, and it is a
very nice facility. You like to come to work. It is bright, it is cheery.
You have a little bit of space.

You go to the old facility and the people that work there, as I
once did, in that facility you get used to it. You are used to coming
in to a dreary location and I guess you become acclimated. But now
that you see the good versus the bad, the people over there, it has
a depressing effect upon them.

Of course, we are trying to get that facility renovated also, to
match up.

Senator CLELAND. Just for the record, could you submit the list
of unmet needs for the Air Force Reserve Command Headquarters
Cﬁmponent at Warner Robins? I would be interested in knowing
that.

Mr. CULPEPPER. Yes, sir.

[The information referred to follows:]

The final phase of the Add/Alter AFRC Headquarters Facility that was funded in

the fiscal year 2001 MILCON program completes this project. We have no other
MILCON requirements for our facilities at Robins AFB at this time.

Senator CLELAND. I want to thank all of you for participating
today. I am on the Personnel Subcommittee. It is obvious that what
you are dealing with here is not just bricks and mortar, but the
quality of life and the ability to recruit and retain young service
men and women for any mission for which they might be trained
a}rlld ready. That is the bottom line. We understand the linkage
there.

Mr. Chairman, again thank you for having this hearing.

Mr. Culpepper, thank you.

Mr. CULPEPPER. Thank you, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Senator Cleland, you mentioned the quality of
life and retention. Retention is a huge problem right now, as you
all know. My concern has been that if something should happen—
I will share a story with you. At the 21st TACOM over in Germany
that is responsible for the ground logistics in areas in the Balkans
all the way down to the Persian Gulf, because of these deployments
that are dramatically affecting you guys, they said that they are at
about 100 percent capacity in terms of ground logistics.

So the question I asked there—and this is between getting in-
volved in Bosnia and before Kosovo—was at this level, if something
should happen in the Persian Gulf, what would you do? The an-
swer was: We would be totally dependent on Guard and Reserve.

Consequently, we concentrate on the quality of life, but moreso
I think in the services than in the Reserve and Guard components.
The quality of life programs, such as the barracks and the family
housing, are receiving increased attention. What are the quality of
life issues as they relate to your components? What are the funding
levels associated with those quality of life programs?

I ask this question because you have the same problem in critical
MOSs in the Reserve and Guard components that they do in the
regular services. Anyone want to answer?
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Colonel SMITH. Yes, sir. The quality of life issues from our per-
spective center around our armories. Our armories are the facilities
where we train and live. They are community organizations that
the families tend to congregate around. We also have a family sup-
port services that has been in existence now for several years and
is starting to provide the support to those families that live, not on
post, but in their own homes.

Senator INHOFE. Captain.

Captain LOFASsO. Again, I heard somebody say it earlier. For
many in the United States, the Reserve center is the Department
of Defense, and when they look at that Reserve center and it is a
second- or third-class facility what kind of impression does that
give them of the military? So there is a retention and a recruitment
problem right there.

In addition, if those facilities again are not properly maintained
and the reservist must come to those facilities and be trained, if
you will, and receive the services that he or she needs and those
facilities obviously cannot support that function, then again reten-
tion becomes an issue for the Reserve that comes there.

In addition, again I mentioned IT because it is a big part of our
infrastructure and how will we stay connected with our reservists,
whether it is directly for order-writing, for payment purposes, the
long distance learning—we are not always at the fleet concentra-
tion area. It is all technology today that is helping to make that
more viable, cost effective, etcetera.

Senator INHOFE. In addressing the retention problem, where do
you rank facility conditions in terms of as far as what affects our
retention problem?

Captain LOFASO. Again, I do not have a statistic on that.

Senator INHOFE. Any of the rest of you?

Mr. CULPEPPER. I think I would rank facilities as pretty high on
the list across the board. We do not have a lot of quality of life fa-
cilities in the Reserve command. We do not have the child care cen-
ters, barracks per se, things of that nature. So when money is set
aside to fund those issues, we do not generally get to play in that.

So like I said earlier, our quality of life facilities, we would like
to see a little bit more money put into that area.

Colonel STRITZINGER. Yes, sir. I would have to agree with that
statement. Definitely, for the Air National Guard quality of life is
the quality of the workplace, and that is our recruiting tool. Part
of the problem that we have is that when it has been directed down
from the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, the Air Force budget will
take $100 million off the top to focus towards dorms. Then that is
almost a fifth of the program that the Air National Guard is not
a player in trying to get those resources to take care of some of our
needs. So there is no benefit to the Air National Guard. Not to take
that away from our active duty counterparts, because I know it is
very important and critical to them and it is a quality of life issue
to have the dorms and the fitness centers and the child care cen-
ters.

But the few times that the Air National Guard has been given
quality of life funds within the budget process, it has been very
sporadic. We received some funds back in 1997 to the tune of about
$44 million and then again in 1999 we received another $10 mil-
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lion. But it is hard to build a program to address issues when you
do not know when funding is coming and there is no consistency
to the funding stream.

On top of that, sir, if we had some less restrictive rules on how
we executed those funds, because our quality of life is so different
than the Air Force’s.

Senator INHOFE. Any other comments on that?

Colonel SMITH. Yes, sir, if I may. I received a comment from the
Maine Construction Facilities Management Officer and his quote is
that, “The shame of being seen in these facilities, let alone func-
tion, affects his or her, the soldier’s, ability to learn and maintain
a military occupational skill. Lack of respect for an organization
that cannot even keep its infrastructure sound affects retention of
those soldiers trying to maintain proficiency. This makes recruiting
a greater challenge than it should be.”

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. This is an insidious thing. It strikes at
your self-esteem. We are asked to do a lot. We are asked to do a
lot more now, and when you have to go out there and work in a
facility and do these things it is a struggle. You strike at self-es-
teem and strike at pride. This is tough stuff when you have a civil-
ian job as well.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much.

Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, I have a last question here to
ask. We know of the well known phrase “pay me now or pay me
later,” which was applied usually to our cars. But clearly, it applies
to maintaining our buildings as well. I would like to ask any of you
who want to respond to this whether you are generally able to get
money to fix things before they completely break, or do you let
things go until they fail and pay a lot more to repair or replace
them?

I know we have different systems and you use systems, too. The
question is, is our system for dealing with building maintenance
working?

Colonel SMITH. Yes, sir, I would like to start if I may.

Senator AKAKA. Colonel Smith.

Colonel SMITH. Our system is broken. I have numerous examples
of that, but I will share one with you. The Jersey City, New Jersey,
armory was built in 1929. It has not aged gracefully. There are
large barrel-type fuses and large long-handled throw switches that
appear as though it would take two men to move them. The only
thing missing is the electric arc jumping from pole to pole. A goodly
number of quaint little fuse boxes containing six to eight porcelain
and glass-encased 15-amp fuses are sprinkled throughout the
building walls. The steam boilers that provide heat to the cavern-
ous facility of more than 146,000 square feet are more than 40
years old, but look like they are twice the age.

Sir, that is not untypical of some of our facilities.

Captain LoFAso. When you have a growing critical backlog, all
the money that you have is to fix the things that are broken. We
do preventive maintenance, but I am going to say that the majority
of the money goes to fix what is already broken.

Colonel DUNKELBERGER. Preventive maintenance is an idea, not
a fact. That pretty much sums it up.
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Colonel STRITZINGER. Sir, within the Air National Guard we are
definitely operating our buildings and systems longer, with inad-
equate maintenance. The risk that you accept on that is the risk
of fire, dangerous indoor air qualities, inadequate utility systems
across the board.

Just recently, with the airfield pavements problem that we had,
we just damaged some aircraft engines in Atlantic City and we
were forced to shut down operations due to the failing pavements
that we have.

Mr. CULPEPPER. More patching. I find it interesting that we can
get a few bucks to go out and maybe patch a pothole in a runway
and then we turn right around—because we cannot replace the en-
tire slab or whatever—and break a million dollar engine. So it is
the same thing.

Colonel BoLES. Sir, I had a great dream last night. I woke up
in the middle of the night and I had all the money I needed to be
proactive and plan ahead. But when I came out of the fog, I real-
ized the reality is that you are in a reactive mode. You are correct-
ing things that have already broke. In most cases, a roof leaked or
an electrical panel is blown and you have to repair that. You can-
not go and upgrade. You just are insufficiently funded.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much for your responses.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. I think that is a good question to ask, Senator
Akaka. I always use the example of the M-15/915 trucks over in
Germany, that we determined we could replace each one for the
amount we maintain them over a 3-year period. That is somewhat
of an accounting problem. As we get into a rebuilding mode here,
we are going to try to do a better job for you folks.

I appreciate very much your coming and sharing very bluntly
with us the reality that we are facing today. Thank you, we are ad-
journed.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE

1. Senator INHOFE. Please give some specific examples on things that are being
done to make installations look good when it is covering up a disaster.

Colonel PHILLIPS. Many buildings at Camp Lejeune are now approaching 60 years
of age. In repairing a few of our older facilities, we have found numerous situations
where metal and wood stud walls have totally deteriorated and were basically held
up by plaster surfaces and brick veneer. The maintenance solution is to completely
replace these walls. However, due to lack of funding, the most we can afford to do
in a majority of these buildings is cosmetic—mostly patching and painting rather
than fix the systemic problem. In these same facilities, we still have the original
plumbing and mechanical systems. These systems need to be replaced with modern
systems that meet current code requirements. Again, due to lack of adequate fund-
ing, we concentrate our efforts on keeping these systems operational through a
patchwork approach. Another example is roofs. We are constantly patching leaking
roofs that have exceeded their useful life. This is a band-aid approach because, in
most cases, we cannot afford to completely replace the roofs.

Sergeant LOTT. One example would be the rupturing of the high-pressure lines
within hangars 2 and 5 at MCAS Miramar. With no funds allocated for maintenance
and repair of these systems, funds had to be diverted from other MRP projects to
effect repairs. The heating system within the older style barracks, like the above-
mentioned pipes were neglected for some time causing our marines and sailors to
go without heat. We purchased energy saving heaters for those occupants that need-
ed them.
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Colonel DUNKELBERGER. The Army Reserve maintains a 5-year Corporate
Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization Plan. In addition we have a line item
detailed Facilities Annual Management Plan. The development of these plans begins
with the Chief, Army Reserve’s guidance that is distributed to the field. The field
develops and documents their requirements. The Army Reserve Engineer staff vali-
dates those requirements, developing an integrated, prioritized execution plan.

Since the Army Reserve gained control of our own facilities’ destiny in 1992, none
of our efforts were in any way focused on a cosmetic solution to hide potentially dis-
astrous conditions, such as failing electrical or vehicle exhaust systems. Therefore,
the Army Reserve can provide no examples of cosmetic projects being accomplished
that hide failing facility components. The Army Reserve, in fact, targets its re-
sources toward repair of failed or failing components.

We developed our strategy in fiscal year 1996 to bring our facilities to a C-1 level
even though we knew sufficient funds were not available to achieve the C-1 goal
in any reasonable time. The strategy was developed to focus efforts, determine fund-
ing requirements to achieve C-1 standards, and breed success. We recognized that
without a strategy no success was possible.

The strategy began as “Just Say No to Worst First.” We recognized that the con-
tinued policy of funding the worst facilities first ensures that all facilities became
‘fiwo;‘st” before they were repaired. We also recognized that we could not repair all
acilities.

Therefore, we chose to target funding to our USAR Centers, the home of our Army
Reserve soldiers. We developed corporate priorities approved by the Chief, Army Re-
serve. Our highest priority projects are the correction of life, safety, and health defi-
ciencies. The lowest is maintenance of finished surfaces.

The strategy now is to eliminate all non-mission capable facilities through an ef-
fort called “Get the Red Out”. The Army Reserve has a business process that begins
with identification of the current condition, both from the soldier (customer) and en-
gineer community (landlord) perspectives. Those facilities that are C-1 have funds
focused to maintain the C—1 level. Those facilities that are C-2 are targeted for re-
pair. Those facilities that are C-3 are put though an analysis that determines how
to best exit that “red” facility.

The result of the above analysis is the Army Reserve’s Corporate Master Plan.
This Master Plan displays the current condition, the tool by which we will bring the
facility to C—1 standard, and the cost to bring the facility to C-1. The Master Plan
integrates all tools to maximize bringing facilities to C—1 standard while continuing
tol support the training and readiness of the units and soldiers assigned to each fa-
cility.

The various tools currently at our disposal are:

1. Military Construction, Army Reserve (MCAR)—We utilize MCAR to replace our
worst and uneconomically repairable facilities.

2. Our Operations and Maintenance, Army Reserve funds are used to maintain
C-1 facilities at the C-1 standard and drive C-2 facilities to C—1. We create a Cor-
porate Property Maintenance and Facilities Annual Management Plan that assures
the expenditure of these funds in support of the strategy.

3. We have a Commander’s Lease Initiative that moves soldiers from our worst
facilities to C-1 leased facilities. Each new lease has an exit strategy developed
prior to execution of the lease.

4. We've developed our Full Facility Revitalization program that directly links
into the Army Facility Strategy concept of facility modernization. We have funded
pilot projects to refine this program’s business process, develop facility moderniza-
tion standards, and obtain good cost models. Using information from the pilot
projects we refine our Full Facility Revitalization prioritized project list.

5. We have leveraged the Base Realignment and Closure to trade up many of our
worst facilities for better facilities. This is often a no cost upgrade.

6. We have a very innovative Real Estate Exchange program. Basically, we enter
into negotiated agreements with states, local governments, or private industries
th}r;tt desire our facilities or property in exchange for new facilities situated else-
where.

In essence we have chosen to target our funds to achieve the maximum return
on our investment. Let me tell you it is a hard decision to ignore the maintenance
and repair of selected facilities. But, to do otherwise places us in a downward spiral
where all facilities must become worse, before they are repaired.

Our approach has been successful to date primarily due to our never-ending
search for better tools to maintain and repair our facilities. In addition to the Com-
mander’s Lease Initiative, Real Estate Exchanges, and Base Realignment and Clo-
sure, we've utilized contracting tools, such as the Energy Savings Performance Con-
tracts, to maximize the amount of maintenance and repair we can accomplish today.
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This deliberate, integrated, and prioritized implementation of the Army Reserve’s
strategy to obtain a C-1 facility inventory assures that only projects that improve
facility conditions are accomplished. The various plans that implement the Cor-
porate Master Plan are the management controls that assure we properly repair
failed or failing components. The Army Reserve strategic goal to obtain a C-1 rating
for all facilities is only limited by resources received.

2. Senator INHOFE. How would you rate the existing barracks with those that you
lived in and what is the direct benefit of going to a one plus one standard?

Colonel PHILLIPS. I have not lived in the Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (BEQ), but
my experience as a commander and a facility officer has given me a wealth of
knowledge about these buildings. Generally, the structural aspects of our newer bar-
racks are good. However, our backlog of maintenance and repair has created bar-
racks problems such as mildew, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
failures, door lock problems, rusting exterior metal wall panels, etc. From a design
perspective, our older BEQs are considered lacking in areas such as sufficient laun-
dry facilities, individual storage areas, and provisions for electrical and communica-
tions outlets (stereos, internet access, etc.).

The Marine Corps received a waiver from the Department of the Navy to con-
struct 2XO rooms vice 1+1. The 2XO room includes 180 net square feet of living/
sleeping area and a bathroom. The Marine Corps will assign two junior enlisted per-
sonnel or one non-commissioned officer (NCO) per room. This configuration supports
our tenets of unit cohesion and team building while also rewarding the achieve-
melﬁts of our NCOs, and will allow us to more quickly eliminate inadequate bar-
racks.

Sergeant LOTT. The barracks (squadbays) that I lived in as a troop offered more
security in the form of the firewatch; offered more camaraderie in the form of being
able to readily talk to your bunkmate or neighbor; offered a heightened sense of
teamwork in the form of clean up details; and more importantly it offered the sense
of belonging because this was everyone’s home. These are part of the foundations
that we marines practice and live by.

The benefit of the one plus one barracks is to the individual, not the institution.
They have security, yet there is no one that they can turn to and trust to watch
their belongings. They have privacy, yet there is no one to turn to share an idea
or seek advice. There are not another set of eyes to assist in the ensuring field day
cleanliness is accomplished properly. The biggest problem that I've heard from the
marines that live in the one by ones is that they lack camaraderie. Once you close
your door you are alone much like an inmate.

Whether we go back to squadbays or continue to have a minimum of two to a
room, the bottom line is that we are entrusted with the safety of our marines both
physically and mentally. One plus one barracks hamper our abilities to adequately
care for our marines.

3. Senator INHOFE. Recognizing that over 50 percent of our personnel are now
married personnel, tell me the most common criticism of family housing in your
command.

Colonel PHILLIPS. The most common criticisms of family housing are:

a. Condition of existing housing—many units are 40-50 years old and in need
of major renovation.

b. Long waiting lists to get in family housing—running up to 9-12 months for
our enlisted personnel.

c. Military families 